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OBJECTIVES 


The  objective  of  the  Workshop  Series  ”  PEOPLE  =  CITIES: 
Environmental  Design  in  Community  Planning''  was  to  improve 
local  government  in  at  least  three  areas: 

1.  Federal,  State  and  local  government  agencies  - 
expose  personnel  (decision-makers)  to  various 
environmental  issues  in  a  workshop  format. 

2.  Engage  particular  community  leaders  in  a  dialogue 
among  themselves,  using  the  socio -drama  technique 
to  bring  to  the  surface  the  major  environmental 
issues  which  are  in  conflict. 

3.  Examine  the  effectiveness  of  community  participation 
in  the  planning  process  with  which  the  4  workshops 
were  concerned. 

DEVELOPMENT  OF  PROGRAM 

The  ’’People  =  Cities”  Workshop  Serices  was  planned  by 
Sanford  R.  Greenfield,  Director  of  the  School  of  Architecture 
of  the  Boston  Architectural  Center,  and  an  Advisory  Com¬ 
mittee  consisting  of  the  following  members: 

James  Ford  Clapp,  Jr.,  FAIA ,  Shepley,  Bulfinch, 

Richardson  5  Abbott,  Architects 

Stephen  Diamond,  AIA ,  Director,  Urban  Design, 

Boston  Redevelopment  Authority 

Hermann  Field,  AIA,  Director,  Planning  Office, 

Tufts -New  England  Medical  Center 

Herbert  H.  Glassman,  AIA,  Perley  F.  Gilbert  Associates 
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Dr.  Bernard  Kramer,  Department  of  Preventive  Medicine 
Tufts  University- 

Jack  Myer ,  AIA,  Ashley,  Myer,  Smith  §  Associates 

Carl  Sapers,  Esq.,  Hill  §  Barlow 

David  D.  Wallace,  AIA,  Geometries,  Inc. 

The  Advisory  Committee  met  nine  times  from  November  1968 
through  April  1969,  and  once  after  completion  of  the  pro¬ 
gram  for  an  evaluation  session. 

In  its  preliminary  planning  sessions,  the  Advisory  Committee 
considered  a  number  of  possible  program  alternatives,  both 
in  content  and  structure,  and  finally  decided  upon  a  pro¬ 
gram  consisting  of  a  series  of  4  workshops,  with  each  work¬ 
shop  based  upon  a  real  case  study.  Case  study  subjects 
suggested  were:  the  Jamaicaway/Riverway  Reconstruction 
Plan  ;  Tufts -New  England  Medical  Center’s  new  mental  health 
facilities  ;  the  location  of  the  University  of  Massachusetts/ 
Boston;  and  an  experiment  in  low  and  middle  income  housing 
in  Roxbury,  St.  Joseph’s  Cooperative  Homes. 

A  number  of  formats  for  presenting  these  case  studies  were 
considered:  formal  presentation,  slide  lecture,  panel 

discussion,  role-playing  conference - in-the -round ,  and 
socio-drama.  The  Committee  decided  that  the  utilization 
of  ”socio -drama”  techniques  would  be  most  appropriate 
and  effective  in  that  it  would  heighten  the  dramatic 
effect  and  impact  of  the  case  study  and  emphasize  the 
>  urgency  of  the  issues.  It  would  also  encourage  the 

audience  to  participate  in  a  more  active  and  real  sense. 
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It  was  decided  to  appoint  a  director  for  each  case  study. 
The  director  would  be  responsible  for  planning  in  detail 
the  content  and  format  of  the  workshop,  writing  a  prologue 
to  be  mailed  in  advance  to  invitees  (Appendix  d)  which 
would  set  the  scene  by  providing  background  information, 
listing  the  issues  and  outlining  the  action;  the  director 
would  also  select  and  invite  various  individuals  to  assume 
roles  and  make  presentations. 


The  directors  appointed  by  the  Committee  for  the  4  workshops 
with  co-directors  appointed  for  Case  Study  II  were: 

Mrs.  Helen  Linsky,  Planner,  Consultant  Metropolitan 
Area  Planning  Council,  Member  Brookline  Conservation 
Commission  (JAMAICAWAY/ RIVERWAY  RECONSTRUCTION) 

Dr.  Bernard  M.  Kramer,  Associate  Professor,  Preventive 
Medicine  (Social  Psychology),  Tufts  University 
(MENTAL  HEALTH  FACILITIES) 

Wilfred  E.  Holton,  Instructor,  Preventive  Medicine 
(Sociology),  Tufts  University 
(MENTAL  HEALTH  FACILITIES) 

Francis  E.  O’Brien,  Jr.,  Director,  Planning  §  Develop¬ 
ment,  University  of  Massachusetts/Boston 
(LOCATION  OF  THE  UNIVERSITY  OF  MASS . /BOSTON) 

Rev.  Michael  F.  Groden,  Director,  Planning  Office  for 
Urban  Affairs,  Member  of  Board,  St.  Joseph’s  Coopera¬ 
tive  Homes 

(ST.  JOSEPH'S  COOPERATIVE  HOMES) 

At  the  time  of  their  appointment,  the  directors  were  invited 
to  join  the  Advisory  Committee  in  all  future  meetings  and 
worked  with  them  in  planning  the  details  of  the  program. 
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The  Committee  considered  the  audience  make-up  of  the  work¬ 
shops.  It  was  decided  that  there  would  be  a  large  general 
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list  consisting  of  Federal,  state,  and  local  government 
personnel,  including  department,  bureau  and  commissions’ 
heads,  mayors,  city  managers,  selectmen,  redevelopment 
agencies,  etc.,  and  that,  in  addition,  each  workshop  dir¬ 
ector  could  make  up  a  specific  list  aimed  at  those  with 
special  interest  in  his  case  study  area,  e.g.  conservation 
commission  chairmen,  building  departments’  personnel 
(Jamaicaway/Riverway);  public  and  mental  health  departments’ 
personnel,  hospital  department  heads  (Mental  Health  Facili¬ 
ties);  state  and  community  college^,  departments  of  education 
personnel  (University  of  Massachusetts/Boston) ;  and  various 
governmental  agencies,  developers  and  community  groups  con¬ 
cerned  with  housing  (St.  Joseph’s  Cooperative  Homes). 
(Appendix  C) 

Architects,  engineers,  in  and  out  of  government,  community 
organizations  and  citizens  groups  were  invited.  In  all, 
invitations  were  sent  to  approximately  2,700. 

A  program  (Appendix  A)  of  the  “People  =  Cities”  Workshops 
was  printed  and  sent  to  all  those  on  the  mailing  lists  ap¬ 
proximately  6  weeks  before  the  series  was  scheduled  to 
begin.  Included  in  the  mailing  was  a  return  reservation 
card  listing  the  4  workshops  and  their  dates.  Invitees 
were  requested  to  check  any  or  all  of  the  workshops  which 
they  planned  to  attend  and  return  the  card  to  the  Boston 
Architectural  Center . 
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When  the  prologue  and  other  materials  for  each  workshop 
was  sent  out  prior  to  the  meeting,  it  was  sent  not  only 
to  the  registrants  of  that  particular  session,  but  to 
everyone  who  had  registered  in  the  series. 

Prior  to  the  last  workshop  on  housing,  a  mass  mailing, 
again  with  return  reservation  cards,  was  sent  to  the 
entire  original  mailing  list  plus  additions. 

The  Advisory  Committee  and  workshop  directors  met  at  one 
last  meeting  upon  completion  of  the  program  to  evaluate 
the  sessions  and  series  as  a  whole  and  to  plan  for  a  con 
tinuation  of  the  program  in  some  form  in  the  coming  year 
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PROGRAM 

Following  is  a  description  of  the  content  and  format  of 
each  of  the  4  workshops . 

CASE  STUDY  I:  JAMAICAWAY /RIVERWAY  RECONSTRUCTION,  April  18 

This  case  study  centered  about  the  Metropolitan  Dsitrict 
Commission’s  decision  to  construct  a  divided  highway  on 
either  side  of  Olmstead  Riverway  Park,  and  community  pro¬ 
test  on  the  part  of  some  Brookline  residents  that  this 
move  would  have  an  adverse  effect  on  Olmsted  Park  and  inter¬ 
fere  with  pedestrian  access  to  the  park. 

The  issues  explored  in  this  case  study  were: 

1.  Decision-making  at  the  metropolitan  level 

a.  Involvement  of  several  communities,  agencies, 
levels  of  government. 

b.  Who  should  coordinate  opinion,  who  should  decide? 

2.  Planning  without  complete  information 

a.  Should  all  types  of  expensive  studies  be  conducted 
for  each  road  reconstruction  project? 

b.  Should  all  information  be  available  to  all  parties? 

3.  Priorities  in  land  use  --  Parks  v.  Roads;  efficiency 
of  transportation  (commuting  time),  marginal  safety  v. 
local  amenity.  Is  there  a  compromise?  Who  should 


decide? 
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i  Since  this  particular  case  was  a  very  alive  issue  and  was 

due  to  be  brought  before  the  Superior  Court  in  June  (Town 
of  Brookline  v.  M.D.C.),  Benjamin  W.  Fink,  Chief  Park 
Engineer  for  the  M.D.C.  scheduled  to  participate,  backed 
out  and  had  to  be  replaced  by  Anthony  Di  Sarcina,  Chief 
Transportation  Planner  for  the  Boston  Traffic  and  Parking 
Department . 

The  format  of  the  workshop  simulated  a  "Town  Meeting", 
where  the  audience,  acting  as  Town  of  Brookline  citizens, 
were  directed  to  take  some  action  with  regard  to  the  M.D.C. !s 
plan  for  the  Jamaicaway/Riverway  Reconstruction.  This  format 
enabled  the  participants  (all  of  whom  were  involved  in  the 
^  real  case)  to  present  their  views,  pro  and  con,  while  at 

the  same  time,  it  allowed  the  audience  to  participate 
freely  by  permitting  them  through  the  Moderator  to  inter¬ 
rupt  the  speakers  with  questions  and  discussion. 

The  Director  of  the  workshop  was  Mrs.  Helen  Linsky,  a 
planner,  a  consultant  to  the  Metropolitan  Area  Planning 
Council,  and  active  member  of  the  Brookline  Conservation 
Commission . 

Participants  in  the  workshop  included: 

Mrs.  Louise  Castle,  Former  Chairman,  Brookline  Board 
of  Selectmen 

Maurice  F.  Childs,  Architect,  Chairman,  Brookline 
Redevelopment  Authority 

Robert  G.  Davidson,  Executive  Director,  Metropolitan 
Area  Planning  Council 


Dioltod  JrT'juoTti  91*  oj 


■'^Ou  Jj»A 


' 

'Oa.  '  V'Svrs 

:■!  JttQS  b*J6  0 ' ( ,t  bov 

i  i\  aisrf&.qz  *j  i;  Jr-?T 

4  <",I  :Mi  3'9tl  .  8  SfiV  qorf  '  ’T OVf  *ift  J  lo 
'{ 


.  nolzz  i  "i&;> 


qo/Je  .tow  0*11  n  p.Jaaqi  a  ;  rnj  i. 

001- 


8 


Anthony  Di  Sarcina,  Chief  Transportation  Planner, 
Boston  Traffic  and  Parking  Department 

William  R.  McGrath,  Commissioner,  Boston  Traffic 
and  Parking  Department 

Francis  X.  Meaney,  Esq.,  Chairman,  Brookline  Con¬ 
servation  Commission 


CASE  STUDY  II:  THE  HOSPITAL,  THE  COMMUNITY  AND  THE  MENTAL 
HEALTH  CENTER:  DESIGN  IMPLICATIONS  OF  SITE -SELECT ION ,  May  9 

This  case  was  based  on  a  plan  currently  under  study  by  the 
Tufts -New  England  Medical  Center  Planning  Office  for  extend¬ 
ing  mental  health  services  in  the  Boston  area,  including 
the  downtown,  South  Cove,  South  Boston,  North  Dorchester, 
and  Columbia  Point  districts.  The  two  principal  site  and 
design  alternatives  under  consideration  by  the  Planning 
Office  are:  a  centralized  plan  which  would  locate  the 
health  center  in  the  new  downtown  Tufts -New  England  Medical 
Center  complex,  and  a  decentralized  solution  favoring  a 
more  community -based  plan  which  would  scatter  mental  health 
services  in  various  existing  neighborhood  agencies. 

Among  other  points,  this  case  study  sought  to  demonstrate 
to  the  audience: 

1.  the  potential  importance  of  the  community  in  mental 
health  planning; 

2.  the  interaction  between  professional  planners  and 
their  clients,  including  the  viewpoints  of  several 
interest  groups  involved  in  the  planning  process; 

3.  the  complex  interrelations  of  design,  site  selection, 
and  community  process. 
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The  format  for  the  workshop  was  that  of  a  meeting  where  the 
architect  and  urban  planner  presented  their  alternative 
solutions - -Centralized  Plan  and  Decentralized  Plan--to 
their  clients,  the  New  England  Medical  Center  representa¬ 
tive  and  the  President  of  the  Tufts  Mental  Health  Area 
Board  (representing  the  community)  who  then  reacted  to  the 
issues  involved  in  each  of  the  alternatives.  The  audience 
sat  as  a  ’’review  committee”  and  was  directed  to  weigh  the 
issues  and  alternatives,  ask  tough  questions  of  the  parti¬ 
cipants,  suggest  alternatives  and  arrive  at  a  satisfactory 
design  and  site  solution. 

The  Co-Directors  of  this  workshop,  both  of  whom  are  involved 
in  the  Planning  Office  study,  were: 

Dr.  Bernard  M.  Kramer,  Associate  Professor,  Preventive 
Medicine  (Social  Psychology) ,  Tufts  University 

Wilfred  E.  Holton,  Instructor,  Preventive  Medicine, 
(Sociology)  ,  Tufts  University 

Participants  included: 

Dr.  Leon  N.  Shapiro,  Professor  of  Psychiatry,  Tufts 
University  School  of  Medicine 

Hermann  Field,  Director  of  Planning,  Tufts -New  England 
Medical  Center 

William  R.  Hammer,  Architect  and  Urban  Designer, 

Planning  Office,  Tufts -New  England  Medical  Center 

James  Hooley,  President,  Tufts  Mental  Health  Area  Board 
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CASE  STUDY  III:  LOCATION  OF  THE  UNIVERSITY  OF  MASSACHUSETTS/ 
BOSTON,  May  23. 


This  case  study  of  the  location  of  the  University  of  Massachu 
setts/Boston  re-enacted  the  hot  issue  of  the  location  of  the 
University’s  Boston  branch  in  the  Copley  Square  area,  much 
in  the  news  in  1967-68,  and  though  decided,  still  in  debate. 
The  decision  to  deny  the  University's  bid  for  the  near 
Copley  Square  site  was  made  in  face  of  near  unanimous  com¬ 
munity  opposition  to  the  site  and  near  unanimous  support 
for  the  site  from  within  the  University.  The  trustees  have 
since  decided  on  another  site  which  had  near  unanimous  com¬ 
munity  support  and  near  unanimous  University  opposition. 

Some  of  the  issues  involved  in  the  debate  on  the  side  of 
the  opposition  were:  its  adverse  impact  on  the  property 
tax  base  of  the  City,  the  deleterious  effect  of  the  student 
population  on  residential  neighborhoods  and  businesses, 
traffic  congestion,  etc.  The  University,  on  the  other  hand, 
stressed  the  need  of  locating  students  close  to  the  "center’5 
with  its  richness  of  cultural,  business,  and  political  life., 
and  close  to  the  source  of  student  part-time  jobs. 

Through  a  re-examination  of  this  case,  it  was  hoped  to 
bring  out  the  issue  of  community  impact  on  the  decision¬ 
making  process.  For  example,  the  Back  Bay  business  commun¬ 
ity,  residential,  and  university  communities  were  directly 
involved  in  this  process. 
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The  question  of  what  should  an  urban  university  be  was  also 
discussed.  Should  it  be  a  centralized  institution  in  the 
classic,  traditional  manner?  Or  should  it  be  a  new  form 
of  university;  a  ‘'subway”  university  spread  throughout  var¬ 
ious  parts  of  the  inner  city  in  both  existing  and  new  struc¬ 
tures  utilizing  local  resources  as  well  as  drawing  upon  a 
centralized  facility.  Equally  important  would  be  the  con¬ 
cept  of  direct  university  involvement  physically  and  academ¬ 
ically  in  the  community  in  which  it  was  located. 

The  workshop  took  the  form  of  a  mock  legislative  hearing  on 
the  "bill”  which  would  provide  funds  to  permit  the  University 
to  acquire  land  and  construct  buildings  in  the  vicinity  of 
Copley  Square.  The  participants,  acting  as  proponents  and 
opponents,  with  Representative  Paul  Murphy,  House  Majority 
Whip,  as  Chairman,  took  the  same  position  as  each  held  at 
the  original  hearing.  The  workshop  audience  sat  as  the 
"committee”  hearing  the  bill  and  asked  questions  through 
the  Chairman  of  those  testifying. 

The  Director  of  the  workshop  was  Francis  E.  O’Brien,  Jr., 
Director  of  Planning  and  Development  for  the  University  of 
Massachusetts/Boston . 

Participants  included: 

Representative  Paul  Murphy,  Majority  Whip,  Massachusetts 
House  of  Representatives 

Paul  Gagnon,  Dean,  University  of  Massachusetts/Boston 

Stephen  Berkowitz,  Student,  University  of  Mass ./Boston 
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Kay  Alexander  ,  Sasaki,  Dawson  §  DeMay,  site  consultants 
to  the  University 

Frederick  Langone,  Boston  City  Council 

Charles  Hilgenhurst,  Administrator  for  Planning,  Urban 
Design  and  Advanced  Projects,  BRA 

Daniel  Ahern,  Executive  Director,  Back  Bay  Planning  § 
Development  Corporation. 

CASE  STUDY  IV:  ST.  JOSEPH’S  COOPERATIVE  HOMES,  June  6 

The  participants  in  this  workshop  described  their  four- 
years’  experience  in  developing  St.  Joseph’s  Cooperative 
Homes  in  its  final  stage  of  completion  at  the  time  of  the 
workshop.  The  formula  originating  in  this  project  for 
housing  low  and  moderate  income  families  with  a  new  method 
combining  cooperative  ownership  and  monthly  assistance  for 
lower  income  families  without  jeopody  to  the  ownership  was 
discussed  in  detail,  including  all  the  intricacies  of  multi¬ 
financing  arrangements  and  communication  between  developer, 
owner,  governmental  agencies,  planning  agency  and  community. 
Difficulties  were  pointed  out  and  alternative  ways  for 
housing  low  and  moderate  income  families  were  proposed  and 
discussed . 

The  issues  brought  out  in  the  presentation  of  the  St.  Joseph’s 
Homes'  experience  revolved  about:  a)  community  participation; 
b)  unique  financing;  and  c)  the  role  of  the  redevelopment 
agency,  the  developer,  the  architect  and  the  sponsor. 
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The  workshop  took  the  format  of  a  meeting  of  housing  experts 
and  administrators  acting  as  consultants  to  church  officials 
who  were  discussing  their  future  involvement  in  the  housing 
of  the  poor.  After  presentation  and  discussion  among  the 
participants,  the  floor  was  open  for  questions  and  general 
discussion  among  participants  and  audience. 

The  Reverend  Michael  F.  Groden,  Director  of  the  Planning 

Office  for  Urban  Affairs  and  Member  of  the  Board  of  St. 

Joseph’s  Cooperative  Homes,  was  Director  of  the  workshop. 

Other  participants  included: 

Paul  G.  Feloney,  AIA,  Architect,  Feloney  §  Sturgis 

James  F.  Linnehan,  Developer,  Development  Corporation 
of  America 

James  G.  Dolan,  Jr.,  Administrator  for  Development  and 
Legal  Services,  BRA 

David  S.  Nelson,  Esq.,  Director,  St.  Joseph's  Cooperative 
Homes 


Rt .  Rev.  Francis  J.  Lally,  Editor,  THE  PILOT. 


fijTu'iD  o*  eJnj>  t  Iusstod  sb  grtiJoa  cnbn 


•  . 

A  m3  ,2‘j.i'VOc  ,  Jig11 


14 


I 


E 


V  A 


L  U  A  T  I  0  N 


Two  methods  of  evaluation  were  used  in  assessing  the  work¬ 
shops  : 

1.  evaluation  forms  sent  to  attendees  at  the  comnletion 

▲ 

of  the  Program; 

2.  an  evaluation  meeting  of  the  Advisory  Committee  and 
workshop  Directors. 

On  the  whole,  it  was  felt  that  the  workshops  were  useful 
and  worthwhile.  The  Committee  felt  that  the  principal  pro¬ 
blem  of  the  program  was  that  not  as  many  attended  the  work¬ 
shops  as  we  would  have  liked  to  have  reached.  Initial  re¬ 
gistration  response  was  high y indicating  interest  in  the 
workshop  subjects.  It  was  suggested  that  reasons  for  this 
may  have  been  due  to: 

1.  not  enough  individual  emphasis  on  government  department 
heads  and  others  in  seeking  their  cooperation  in  attract¬ 
ing  department  employees; 

2.  not  enough  individual  focus  on  appealing  to  people 
with  special  interest; 

3.  not  enough  announcements  were  mailed  prior  to  each 
meeting ; 

4.  three  hours  on  a  Friday  afternoon  may  be  too  much 
time  to  expect  from  a  participant.  (Friday  afternoon 
a  bad  time.) 
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The  Committee  also  felt  that  this  year’s  program  may  have 
been  too  ’’Boston-oriented”  and  should  perhaps  have  been 
more  Metropolitan  in  scope. 

It  was  difficult  to  make  a  true  assessment  of  the  workshop 
program  from  the  evaluation  returns  which  were  received 
from  attendees.  Out  of  the  122  forms  which  were  sent  to 
attendees,  only  12  responses  were  returned.  Nearly  all  of 
those  12,  however,  felt  that  the  workshops  were  useful,  in¬ 
formative,  and  provided  valuable  insight  into  conflicts  and 
intricacies  of  urban  planning.  St.  Joseph's  Cooperative 
Homes  was  particularly  praised,  and  we  have  received  a  num¬ 
ber  of  requests  to  conduct  future  programs  in  this  area  of 
low-middle  income  housing. 

One  of  the  hidden  bonuses  in  this  project  may  have  been 
the  unanticipated  learning  effect  on  the  participants 
themselves.  Initially  the  workshop  series  was  construed 
for  the  benefit  of  the  invited  audience.  However,  as  the 
individual  workshops  developed  in  their  psuedo -real ist ic 
fashion,  the  participants  became  engaged  to  a  degree  that 
could  not  have  been  anticipated  originally.  Their  involve¬ 
ment  during  the  panel  discussions  was  great  and  in  corres¬ 
pondence  and  discussions  with  them  subsequently,  there  is 
evidence  that  a  change  took  place  on  the  part  of  many  of 
the  participants  of  the  case  study  panels. 
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APPENDIX  A 


PEOPLE  =  CITIES 


FOUR  WORKSHOPS  IN  ENVIRONMENTAL 
DESIGN  FOR  COMMUNITY  PLANNERS 


BOSTON  ARCHITECTURAL  CENTER 


BOSTON  ARCHITECTURAL  CENTER 


FOUR  WORKSHOPS  IN  ENVIRONMENTAL 
DESIGN  FOR  COMMUNITY  PLANNERS 


Under  the  sponsorship  of  Title  I,  the  Higher 
Education  Act  of  1965  and  the  Commonwealth 
of  Massachusetts  Higher  Education  Facilities 
Commission,  the  Boston  Architectural  Center 
embarks  on  a  second  year  of  educational  pro¬ 
grams  in  environmental  design  concepts  for 
administrative  and  engineering  personnel  and 
others  connected  with  local,  State,  and  Federal 
Government  directly  involved  in  community 
planning.  Decision-making  and  architectural 
review  in  the  changing  urban  environment  often 
becomes  the  responsibility  of  individuals,  pro¬ 
fessional  or  otherwise,  in  and  out  of  Govern¬ 
ment,  who  are  not  trained  as  architects  and  who 
often  do  not  possess  the  understanding  or  the 
knowledge  of  contemporary  architectural  or 
city  planning  concepts.  Personnel  on  all  levels 
in  the  great  variety  of  Government  departments, 
and  associated  with  community  planning  proje^ 
make  both  small  and  large  decisions  daily  whi^rc 
affect  some  aspect  of  our  life  in  a  crucial  way. 

At  best,  their  decisions  can  work  to  shape  the 
urban  environment  into  forms  compatible  with 
the  requirements  of  the  modern  city  and  its 
inhabitants,  or  at  worst,  perpetuate  already 
difficult  problems.  These  agencies  have  vested 
interests  in  continuing  already  existing  programs 
and  have  difficulty  in  seeing  beyond  the  demands 
of  their  own  areas  of  responsibility  into  the 
effects  of  their  decisions  upon  the  whole.  It  is 
to  this  problem  that  the  four  workshops  of  the 
Boston  Architectural  Center  will  address  itself. 

The  four  workshops  will  be  discussed  with  em¬ 
phasis  on  a  real  case.  Each  workshop  will 
have  a  Director  whose  responsibility  is  to  pre¬ 
pare  the  workshop  in  addition  to  writing  a  pro¬ 
logue  in  advance  of  the  meeting  to  be  mailed  to 
all  invitees.  The  prologue  will  set  the  scene 
by  focussing  on  the  issues  and  outling  the  action. 
Each  workshop  shall  commence  at  2:00  p.  m. 
and  adjourn  at  5:00  p.  m.  ,  at  which  time  refresh¬ 
ments  will  be  offered  and  informal  discussion 
may  continue. 


It  is  intended  that  residents  from  each  commu¬ 
nity  represented  in  the  case  study  area  will  be 
invited  to  participate  in  the  workshop.  It  is  the 
function  of  these  sessions  to  bring  to  the  surface 
user  requirements  as  part  of  the  design  pro¬ 
gram.  One  of  the  main  obstacles  confronting 
the  profession,  both  in  and  out  of  Government, 
the  environmental  designer  included,  is  his 
inability  to  communicate  with  the  new  mass 
client,  whether  he  be  from  the  black  community 
or  from  the  white  middle-class  surburb.  As  a 
means  of  developing  a  design  process  which  in¬ 
volves  all  decision-makers,  it  is  essential  to 
develop  a  new  means  by  which  this  communica¬ 
tion  may  take  place. 

The  Boston  Architectural  Center  is  indebted  to 
an  Advisory  Committee  consisting  of  the 
following: 

James  Ford  Clapp,  Jr.,  F.  A.  I.  A.  ,  Shepley, 
Bulfinch,  Richardson  &  Abbott,  Architects 
Stephen  Diamond,  A.  I.  A.  ,  Director  Urban 
Design,  Boston  Redevelopment  Authority 
Hermann  Field,  A.  I.  A.  ,  Director  Planning 
^  Office,  Tufts -New  England  Medical  Center 
Rrbert  H.  Glassman,  A.  I.  A.  ,  Perley  F. 

Gilbert  Associates,  Architects 
Dr.  Bernard  Kramer,  Department  of  Preventive 
Medicine,  Tufts  University 
Jack  Myer,  A.  I.  A.  ,  Ashley,  Myer,  Smith  & 
Associates,  Architects 
Carl  Sapers,  Hill  &  Barlow 

David  D.  Wallace,  A.  I.  A.,  Geometries,  Inc., 
Architects 

Project  Director:  Sanford  R.  Greenfield,  A.  I.  A. 
Director  of  Education,  Boston  Architectural 
Center 


2  p.  m.  -  5  p.  m.  ,  Friday,  April  18,  1969 
CASE  STUDY  I:  Jamaicaway/Riverway 
Reconstruction 


WORKSHOP  DIRECTOR: 
Mrs.  Martin  Einsky 


PARTICIPANTS: 

Mrs.  Louise  Castle,  former  Chairman, 
Brookline  Board  of  Selectmen; 

Maurice  F.  Childs,  Architect,  Chairman 
Brookline  Redevelopment  Authority; 

Robert  G.  Davidson,  Executive  Director, 
Metropolitan  Area  Planning  Council; 
Benjamin  W.  Fink,  Director  of  Park 
Engineering  and  Chief  Park  Engineer,  MDC 
William  R.  McGrath  ,  Commissioner  Boston 
Traffic  and  Parking  Department; 

Francis  X.  Meaney,  Esq.  ,  Chairman  Brook¬ 
line  Conservation  Commission 


MODERATOR-  COMMENTATOR: 

Mrs.  Saul  Heller,  Chairman  Brookline 
Council  for  Planning  and  Renewal 


FORMAT: 

"...  you  are  hereby  notified  to  meet  at  t 
Boston  Architectural  Center  on  Friday,  the 
Eighteenth  Day  of  April  1969,  at  two  o'clock 
in  the  afternoon  for  the  following  purposes  to 
wit: 


To  see  if  the  Town  Meeting  will  adopt  the 
following  political  resolution: 

To  oppose  the  highway  design  proposals  of 
the  Metropolitan  District  Commission  calling 
for  the  division  of  the  Jamaicaway/Riverway 
into  two  roadways  encircling  Leverett,  Ward's 
and  Jamaica  Ponds:  such  a  road  arrangement 
would  have  a  material  adverse  effect  on  Olm¬ 
sted  Park  and  severely  interfere  with  pedes¬ 
trian  access  to  the  park  by  residents  of  Boston 
and  Brookline; 

or  will  take  any  other  action  with  respect 
thereto.  " 

As  a  "Member  of  the  Town  Meeting"  you 
are  invited  to  hear  the  presentations  and 
arguments  of  the  participants  and  to  debate 
the  question  before  the  meeting.  Using  this 
format,  we  hope  to  explore  the  general  landuse 
issue  of  parks  versus  roads  which  this  case 
exemplifies  as  well  as  the  problem  of  intergov¬ 
ernmental  decision-making. 


2  p.  m.  -  5  p.m.  ,  Friday,  May  9,  1969 
CASE  STUDY  II:  The  Hospital,  the  Community, 
and  the  Mental  Health  Center:  Design  Impli¬ 
cations  of  Site-Selection 

WORKSHOP  CO-DIRECTORS: 

Dr.  Bernard  M.  Kramer,  Associate  Prof, 
of  Preventive  Medicine  (Social  Psychology) 
Tufts  University  School  of  Medicine; 

Wilfred  E,  Holton,  Instructor  of  Preventive 
Medicine  (Sociology),  Tufts  University 
School  of  Medicine 


PARTICIPANTS: 

Dr.  Leon  N.  Shapiro,  Prof,  of  Psychiatry, 
Tufts  University  School  of  Medicine; 

Hermann  Field,  Director  of  Planning,  Tufts - 
New  England  Medical  Center; 

William  R.  Hammer,  Architectural  and 
Urban  Designer,  Tufts  Planning  Office; 

James  Hooley,  President,  Tufts  Mental 
Health  Area  Board 


PURPOSES: 

(1)  To  demonstrate  the  potential  importance 
of  the  community  in  mental  health  planning; 

(2)  To  portray  the  interaction  between  pro¬ 
fessional  planners  and  their  clients,  inclu¬ 
ding  the  viewpoints  of  several  interest 
groups  involved  in  the  planning  process;  and 

(3)  To  show  the  complex  interrelations  of 
design,  site- selection,  and  community 
process. 


FORMAT: 

The  urban  planner  and  architectural  designer 
will  present  two  alternative  site  and  design 
solutions  to  their  "clients.  "  The  community 
representative  and  the  Medical  Center  repre¬ 
sentative  will  react  to  the  issues  implied  in 
each  of  the  alternatives.  The  audience  will 
then  discuss  the  implications  of  the  alterna¬ 
tives  and  attempt  to  reach  a  solution. 


2  p.  m.  -  5  p.  m.  ,  Friday,  May  23,  1969 
CASE  STUDY  III:  Location  of  University  of 
Mas  sachusetts  /  Boston 

WORKSHOP  DIRECTOR: 

Francis  E.  O'Brien,  Jr.,  Director  of 
Planning  and  Development,  University  of 
Mas  sachusetts  /  Boston 

FORMAT: 

A  mock  legislative  hearing.  The  "committee" 
hearing  the  "bill"  is  the  workshop  audience. 
The  "bill"  would  provide  funds  to  permit  the 
University  to  acquire  land  and  construct 
buildings  in  the  vicinity  of  Copley  Square. 
(Exact  boundaries  will  be  given:  The  Square 
itself  is  not  involved.  )  The  chairman  of  the 
"committee"  will  be  a  legislator;  the  audience 
(the  "committee")  may  ask  questions,  through 
the  chair,  of  any  persons  testifying. 

PARTICIPANTS: 

Chairman: 

Representative  Paul  Murphy,  Majority  Whip 
Massachusetts  House  of  Representatives 
Proponents: 

Paul  Gagnon,  Dean,  University  of  MassaclS^ 
setts/Boston; 

Stephen  Berkowitz,  a  student  at  the  Univer¬ 
sity; 

Kay  Alexander,  Sasaki,  Dawson  &  DeMay, 
site  consultants  to  the  University 
Opponents: 

City  Representatives: 

Frederick  Langone,  Boston  City  Council; 
Charles  Hilgenhurst,  Administrator  for 
Planning,  Urban  Design  and  Advanced 
Projects,  BRA; 

Business  and  Residential  Community  repre¬ 
sentatives: 

Daniel  Ahern,  Executive  Director  Back  Bay 
Planning  and  Development  Corporation 


2  p.  m.  -  5  p.  m.  ,  Friday,  June  6,  1969 
CASE  STUDY  IV:  St.  Joseph's  Cooperative 
Homes,  Washington  Park 

WORKSHOP  DIRECTOR: 

Rev.  Michael  F.  Groden,  Director,  Planning 
Office  for  Urban  Affairs 

PARTICIPANTS: 

Paul  G.  Feloney,  A.  I.  A.  ,  Architect, 

Feloney  &  Sturgis; 

James  F.  Linnehan,  Developer,  Development 
Corporation  of  America; 

James  G.  Dolan,  Jr.  ,  Administrator  for 
Development  and  Legal  Services,  BRA; 

David  S.  Nelson,  Esq.  ,  Director,  St.  Joseph 
Cooperative  Homes 
Rev.  Michael  F.  Groden,  Diocesan 
Representative  for  Church  Housing 


MODERATOR: 

Rt.  Rev.  Francis  J.  Lally 

Editor,  The  Pilot,  Boston 


FORMAT: 

^^A  meeting  of  housing  experts  and  administra- 
^^tors  acting  as  consultants  to  Church  officials 
who  are  deciding  the  future  involvement  of  the 
Church  in  Housing  for  poor  families. 


Through  such  a  format,  we  wish  to  expose 
clearly  that  serious  housing  needs  can  be  met 
creatively  when  competence  and  collaboration 
are  combined  with  real  determination. 
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BOSTON  ARCHITECTURAL  CENTER 
320  Newbury  Street 
Boston,  Mass.  02115 


NOTES  ON  HEF  ADVISORY  COMMITTEE  MEETING,  November  15 ,  1968 

Present:  Diamond,  Greenfield,  Myer,  Sapers,  Wallace 

The  Committee  discussed  a  number  of  possible  programs,  content, 
and  structure,  but  did  not  come  to  any  explicit  agreement.  One 
suggestion  was  to  conduct  a  varying  number  of  sessions  (3-5)^ 
around  various  case  study  subjects  such  as  housing,  transporta¬ 
tion,  mental  health,  education,  central  business  district,  and 
others.  Specific  examples  mentioned  were  the  Jamaica  Way  pro¬ 
blem  in  Brookline,  Warren  Gardens  in  Roxbury,  location  of  the 
University  of  Massachusetts,  etc.  Two  or  three  learning  media 
were  proposed: 

1.  Compensating  a  student  or  member  of  the  Harvard  Business 
School  to  make  an  investigation  of  a  case  study  under 
the  direction  of  someone  knowledgeable  in  the  area,  and 
prepare  a  report  which  would  then  be  distributed  to  a 
panel  of  participants  and  the  audience  in  advance  of 
the  meeting.  This  technique  would  be  repeated  for 
different  problem  subjects. 

2.  Introduce  to  the  "Engineering  Type"  that  there  may  be 
values  for  decision  making  other  than  quantitive  -  such 
as  intuition,  for  example  -  that  must  be  brought  into 
the  decision-making  process  if  we  are  to  develop  an 
environment  for  the  "whole  man" •  It  was  suggested  that 
the  learning  process  might  take  place  by  a  slide  lecture. 
Jack  Myer  thought  he  might  be  able  to  provide  an  example 
of  such  a  lecture  at  our  next  meeting. 

3.  Role  playing  as  part  of  a  conference-in-the-round  session 
was  suggested  as  the  means  of  conveying  to  our  audience  - 
participants  -  the  content  of  applicable  subject  matter. 

The  next  meeting  of  this  Committee  will  be  for  lunch  at  12:15 
p.m.  on  Tuesday,  November  26,  at  the  BAC. 


Sanford  R.  Greenfield 


. 
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NOTES  ON  THE  H.E.F.  ADVISORY  COMMITTEE  MEETING,  November  26,  1968 
Present:  Diamond,  Field,  Glassman,  Greenfield,  Myers,  Sapers 


The  Committee  continued  to  zero  in  on  a  specific  program  proposal. 
Jack  Myer  showed  a  chain  of  slides  as  a  visual  suggestion  of  lec¬ 
ture  material  that  might  be  presented.  The  Committee  agreed  that 
the  presentation  could  be  valuable  if  it  were  made  before  a  group 
more  visually  oriented,  but  that  if  it  were  aimed  at  administrative 
and  engineering  types  it  would  make  little  impact. 

Carl  Sapers  and  Steve  Diamond  strongly  suggested  that  the  program 
utilize  "socio -drama”  techniques.  In  such  a  program  a  different 
case  study  would  be  selected  each  time  and  some  outside  expert 
would  be  compensated  to  prepare  a  scenario  with  each  participant 
assuming  a  role.  In  addition,  there  would  be  a  moderator,  or 
commentator,  or  "stage  manager”  a  la  ”Our  Town”  (perhaps  this 
would  be  the  person  who  wrote  the  scenario)  to  direct  the  overall 
production . 

Some  doubt  was  raised  as  to  the  learning  effectiveness  of  this 
technique.  Hermann  Field  indicated  he  would  like  to  see  the  idea 
of  "community  participation”  incorporated  as  one  of  the  decision¬ 
making  elements  in  any  case  study  program  which  may  be  selected. 

The  Committee  will  meet  again  at  12:30  p.m.  for  lunch  on  Tuesday, 
December  10,  to  discuss  the  following  questions: 

1.  Should  each  session  incorporate  the  same  group  of  people 
or  different  groups? 

2.  What  should  the  content  of  each  meeting  be,  i.e.,  parti¬ 
cular  case  studies? 

3.  What  form  should  these  meetings  or  workshops  take,  e.g., 
workshop,  socio-drama,  role-playing  conference-in-the- 
round,  panel  discussion,  etc.? 

4.  Who  might  be  available  as  a  leading  participant  to  assume 
a  major  responsibility  for  any  given  workshop? 


Sanford  R.  Greenfield 


, 
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NOTES  ON  THE  H.E.F.  ADVISORY  COMMITTEE 


MEETING,  January  17,  1969 


Present:  Clapp,  Diamond,  Glassman,  Greenfield,  Sapers,  Wallace 


The  Committee  reached  agreement  on  the  proposed  series  of  workshops 
in  environmental  design  for  administrative  personnel  in  governmenta 
agencies  entitled  ’’People  =  Cities." 

j 

The  program  shall  consist  of  the  following  characteristics: 

Three  or  four  of  the  following  subjects  will  be  discussed  with 
emphasis  on  a  real  case.  Each  workshop  will  have  a  Director 
whose  responsibility  will  be  to  prepare  the  workshop.  This  would 
mean  writing  a  prologue  or  script  of  three  to  six  pages  in  advance 
of  the  meeting  to  be  mailed  to  all  participants.  The  prologue 
shall  set  the  scene  by  listing  the  issues  and  outlining  the  action. 
It  shall  be  the  duty  of  the  Director  to  select  and  invite  various 
individuals  to  make  presentations .  He  may  or  may  not  also  act  as 
Moderator.  Workshops  shall  occur  from  2:00  p.m.-5:00  p.m.  on  a 
weekday  afternoon  and  terminate  with  cocktails.  The  Director  shall 
be  appropiated  an  approximate  budget  of  $1,000,  of  which  no  less 
than  $300  shall  be  allocated'  for  the  Director's  time  and  the  rest 
for  individuals  making  presentations  and  other  costs  as  he  may 
determine . 

The  following  case  studies  and  individuals  to  make  presentations 
were  recommended:  ; 

JAMAICAWAY 

1.  Francis  X.  Meany,  Chairman,  Brookline  Conservation  Commission 

2.  Bob  Davidson,  Planner  and  Director  of  N.A.P.C. 

3.  Ben  Fink,  MDC  Engineer  in  Charge  of  Construction 
4  .  Helen  Linsky 

5.  Richard  Dober. 

Dave  Wallace  agreed  to  find  the  Director  or  Organizer  for  this 
project . 

"MARVIN  GARDENS" 

— 

Jack  Myer,  a  member  of  the  H.E.F.  Advisory  Committee,  was  elected 
Director  of  this  project.  In  general,  the  Committee  thought  the 
following  types  should  be  represented: 

1.  Militant  Leader 

2.  White  Suburban  Advocate 

3 .  Developer 

4.  Architect 

5.  F.H.A.  (John  McKinnon) 

6 .  Paul  Parks 
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MENTAL  HEALTH  j 

1.  Dr.  Bernard  Kramer  (Director) 

2.  Dr.  Arnold  Solomon 

3.  Harry  Solomon 

4.  Philip  Dick,  Supervisory  Engineer  for  State  Dept,  of  Mental  Health 

5.  Mayer  Spivak 

6.  Designer  .J 

7.  Dr.  Don  Kennedy 

8  .  Dave  Kantor  ^  , 

UNIVERSITY  OF  MASSACHUSETTS 
' 

Steve  Diamond  agreed  to  try  to  attract  Mr.  Francis  E.  O’Brien,  Jr., 
Director  of  Planning  and  Development  of  the  University  of  Massachu¬ 
setts,  as  Director.  Participants  might  be: 

1.  Jim  Kelso  of  the  Chamber  of  Commerce 

2.  Commissioner  Sullivan 

3.  Erwin  Canhan 

4.  Charles  Hilgenhurst 

5.  Paul  Murphy,  Representative  from  Dorchester  on  House  Ways  and 

Means  Committee 

The  Committee  agreed  to  invite  the  Directors  to  a  joint  luncheon 
meeting  at  12:30  on  Friday,  January  31. 


Sanford  R.  Greenfield 

I  • 
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BOSTON  ARCHITECTURAL  CENTER 
320  Newbury  Street 
Boston,  Mass.  02115 


NOTES  ON  H.E.F. 


ADVISORY  COMMITTEE  MEETING,  January  51,  1969 


Present:  Diamond,  Field,  Greenfield,  Wallace,  Linsky,  O’Brien 

Holton 


The  meeting  opened  with  a  report  that  Jack  Myer  could  not  acquire 
the  agreement  of  Furlong  to  present  ”Marvin  Gardens.” 

Helen  Linsky,  Francis  O’Brien  and  Wilfred  Holton  discussed  their 
potential  workshops  with  the  Advisory  Committee.  The  following 
dates  were  set  for  each  workshop; 


Fr  i .  , 

2  p.m.,  March  28 

Tues  . 

or  Thurs . ,  2  p .m 

April 

15  or  17 

Wed .  , 

2  p.m..  May  7 

Wed.  , 

2  p.m.,  May  28 

Univ.  of  Massachusetts  Francis  O’Brien' 

Jamaicaway  Helen  Linsky 

Mental  Health  Bernard  Kramer 

Wilfred  Holton 

St.  Joseph’s  Housing,  Washington  Park 
(tentative) 


Steve  Diamond  will  contact  Monseigner  Collins  and/or  Father  Groden 
of  St.  Joseph's  Parish  to  learn  whether  they  would  be  interested 
in  organizing  a  case  study  workshop . 


It  was  agreed  that  the  Advisory  Committee  would  meet  once  more 
with  the  Directors  at  a  joint  luncheon  at  12:30  p.m.,  Friday, 
February  14. 


Sanford  R.  Greenfield 
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Development  of  services  provided  by  Tufts  U.  Department  of  Psychiatry 
■  Development  of  other  services  in  the  area 


Development  of  additional  services  available  to  residents  of  the 
area  (mental  hospitalization,  outpatient  clinics,  etc.) 


PRESENTATION  OP  KEY  ISSUES  f 

Interest  Groups  in  the  picture  ( Psychiatry  lent.  Community  residents, 
Planning  Office,  Area  Board,  political  powers.  Mass.  All,  etc.) 
Motivation  and  Innovati on  of  the  planning  for  comprehensive  services 
Ideologies  held  by  participants  and  points  of  conflict 
Program  which  is  proposed 


jl,  ~ 

X  —  a 


.  J, 


Considerations  in  the  process  of  site- selection 
Accessibility  factors  in  the  area  (respective  to 

patients,  related  services*)  .  • 

Architectural  Solutions  w#*ich  would  be  most  suitable  for  the  varices  loc¬ 


ational  solutions 

Locational  Solutions  (emphasizing  the  large  number  of  alternative  patter 
and  their  relationship  to  the  other  issues)  ' 
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BOSTON  ARCHITECTURAL  CENTER 


CASE  STUDY:  Jamaicawav/Riverway  Reconstruct ion 

ISSUES 

1.  Decision-making  at  the  metropolitan  level 

a.  Involvement  of  several  communities,  agencies,  levels  of 
government . 

b.  Who  should  coordinate  opinion,  who  should  decide? 

2.  Planning  without  complete  information 

a.  Should  all  types  of  expensive  studies  be  conducted  for 
each  road  reconstruction  project? 

b.  Should  all  information  be  available  to  all  parties? 
Expense  of  distribution,  method  of  informing. 

3.  Priorities  in  land  use — Parks  v.  Roads;  Efficiency  of 
transportation  (commuting  time) ,  marginal  safety  v.  local 
amenity.  Is  there  a  compromise?  VJho  should  decide? 


FORMAT 

Brookline  Town  Meeting.  There  is  an  article  befoul this  year's 
Town  Meeting  submitted  by  ten  interested  citizens  which,  if 
passed,  would  direct  the  Selectmen  to  oppose  the  MDC 1 s  present 
plan  to  construct  a  divided  highway  on  either  side  of  Olmsted- 
Riverway  Park. 

This  format  will  enable  all  participants  to  present  pro  and  con 
arguments  and  their  own  views  and  will  enable  the  audience,  as 
members  of  the  Town  Meeting  to  ask  questions  and  make  statements. 


PARTICIPANTS 


Moderator:  Elen  Heller,  Chairman,  Brookline  Council  for  Planning 

and  Renewal 

MAPC:  Bob  Davidson,  Executive  Director 


MDC: 


Ben  Fink,  Chief  Park  Engineer 


Landscape  Architect:  Dan  Kiley,  Vt . ?  H.  Sasaki? 

Boston:  Commissioner  McGrath,  Boston  Traffic  and  Parking  Dept. 

Barney  Frank,  Mayor's  Office 


Brookline 


Selectman  Morton  Godine 
Francis  X.  Meaney,  Esq., 


Chairman  Conservation  Commissio 


* 

^ _ 
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BOSTON  ARCHITECTURAL  CENTER 
320  Newbury  Street 
Boston,  Mass.  02115 


NOTES  ON  H.E.F.  ADVISORY  COMMITTEE  MEETING,  February  14,  1969 


Present:  Diamond,  Feloney,  Classman,  Greenfield,  Holton,  Linsky 

Sapers 


Mrs.  Helen  Linsky  presented  a  proposed  case  study  for  the  ’'Jamaicaway/ 
Riverway  Recons truct ion" (see  attached).  The  ensuing  discussion  in¬ 
volved  the  role  of  a  moderator -commentator ,  and  consideration  of 
changing  the  name  of  the  actual  case  study  in  order  to  encourage  free 
discussion  and  prototypical  analyses. 

The  Committee  reviewed  the  scheduled  dates  and  agreed  that  our 
timing  may  be  a  bit  tight.  It  was  agreed  that  all  directors  would 
have  the  participants  committed  for  the  following  dates,  and  all 
copy  will  be  in  the  hands  of  the  BAC  no  later  than  Friday,  February 
28.  This  deadline  will  enable  the  BAC  to  have  a  brochure  designed, 
printed  and  mailed  to  all  invitees  3-4  weeks  in  advance  of  the 
first  workshop.  The  new  dates  are: 


April  18 
May  23 
May  9 
June  6 


Jamaicaway 

University  of  Massachusetts 
Mental  Health  Center 
St.  Joseph’s  Housing 


Wilfred  Holton  presented  an 
for  the  Tufts  Mental  Health 


’’Outline,  Draft  1,  February  13  -  Planning 
Center:  A  Case  Study."  (See  attached.) 


Steve  Diamond  reported  that  Father  Groden  was  indecisive  about  under¬ 
taking  the  role  of  Director  of  the  St.  Joseph’s  Housing  Case  Study, 
and  had  invited  Paul  Feloney,  the  Architect  of  the  Project,  to 
discuss  the  potential  of  this  case  study  as  one  of  the  workshops . 

Mr.  Diamond  will  contact  the  Center  immediately  upon  learning  of 
Father  Groden’s  decision  to  participate,  which  he  expects  to  be  on 
Monday,  February  17. 


The  next  meeting  of  this  Committee  will  be  on  Friday,  February  21 
at  12:30  p.m.,  at  which  time  all  the  Directors  will  be  present  to 
continue  the  discussion  of  their  programs. 


Sanford  R.  Greenfield 


BOSTON  ARCHITECTURAL  CENTER 
320  Newbury  Street 
Boston,  Mass.  02115 


NOTES  ON  H.E.F.  ADVISORY  COMMITTEE  MEETING ,  February  21,  1969 


Present:  Glassman,  Greenfield,  Grcden,  Linsky,  O’Brien,  Holton 


The 


Committee  discussed  potential  issues  connected  with  St.  Joseph 


Cooperative  Housing.  Father  Groden  pointed  out  that  the  issues 

unique  f inane ing 


revolved  about:  a)  community  participation*  b) 
involving  public  and  cooperative  living;  c)  the  role  of  the 
the  Developer  (DCA),  the  Architect,  and  the  Sponsor  all 
connected  with  Boston-based  221d3  projects. 


Dr 


iA, 


Frank  O’Brien  briefly  outlined  the  proposed  participants  for  his 
workshop,  and  a  tentative  program  for  Case  Study  III  -  Location 
of  the  University  of  Massachusetts,  Boston.  Ke  proposed  a  format 
consisting  of  a  mock  legislative  committee  hearing  to  locate  the 
University  in  Copley  Square.  O’Brien  foresees  participation  by 
faculty,  administrators,  planners,  the  business  community,  and 
others . 


Will  Holton  proposed  a  project  connected  with  the  Tufts  Plcuu 
Office  and  Hermann  Field.  They  would  make  a  presentation  to 
"the  client5'  who  would  consist  of  the  community  representative, 
as  well  as  the  in-house  medical  service  representative. 


o 


It  was  agreed  that  all  participants  would  finalize  their  programs 
in  order  to  prepare  copy  for  the  printer  by  the  next  meeting  to 
be  held  on  February  28 . 


Sanford  R. 


Greenfield 
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BOSTON  ARCHITECTURAL  CENTER 
320  Newbury  Street 
Boston,  Mass .  02115 


NOTES  ON 


Present : 


H.E.P.  ADVISORY  COMMITTEE  MEETING , 


Diamond,  Glassrnan,  Greenfield,  Ho 


February  28  . 


It on ,  Linsky, 


1969 


Wallace 


Linsky  and  Holton  presented  their  final  copy.  O'Brien  telephoned 
that  his  final  copy  was  on  route.  Father  Grcden  received  an 
extension  to  Wednesday,  March  5*  in  order  to  complete  his  copy. 


The 


that 


it  would 


Committee  agreed 
was  finalized.  The  next  meeting  will 
Thursday,  March  20,  to  revieitf  printed 
strategy  for  attracting  Invitees  and 
esting  workshop  format. 


again 


meet  when 
be  for  lunch 
programs ,  and 


the  program 
at  12:30  on 


discuss 


tne  assurance  ox  an  Inter - 


Sanford  R.  Greenfield 


BOSTON  ARCHITECTURAL  CENTER 
320  Newbury  Street 
Boston,  Mass.  02115 


NOTES  ON  H.E.F.  ADVISORY  COMMITTEE  MEETING,  March  20,  1969 

Present:  Diamond,  O’Brien,  Holton,  Glassman,  Greenfield, 

Myer 

The  Committee  reviewed  the  printed  brochure 
’’People  =  Cities”  program,  which  was  mailed 
ing  lists  of  people: 

14  U.S.  Senators  §  Representatives 
280  Representatives  of  the  General  Court 

71  Commonwealth  of  Mass.  (Dept.,  Bureau,  Commission  heads) 

107  City  of  Boston  (dept,  heads) 

48  Federal  agency  Executive  Listing 
112  1967-68  HEF  Participants 

3  HEF:  Bocko,  Taylor,  Osolnick 
44  Mass .  Mayors 

44  City  Managers 
300  Mass .  Selectmen 

130  Metropolitan  Area  Planning  Council 
250  Conservation  Commission  Chairmen 

15  Mass .  Dept,  of  Public  Health  (Central  Office) 

100  Mass.  Dept,  of  Mental  Health  (Dir.  of  Institutions) 

26  Mass.  Dept,  of  Mental  Health  (Regional  Administrators, 

Directors  §  Business  Managers) 

23  Children's  Psychiatric  Clinics 

4  Mass.  Dept,  of  Public  Health  (Engineering  Office) 

15  Community  Colleges 

24  State  Colleges  (Pres.,  Guidance  Depts . ,  Div.  State  Colleges 
300  BAC  Members 

25  BSA  Board 


announcing  the 
to  the  follow- 


It  was  suggested  that  the  following  organizations  might  also 
be  invited:  The  Greater  Boston  Chamber  of  Commerce;  the 
following  departments  in  various  schools  in  the  region  - 
Environmental  Design,  Political  Science,  Social  Science, 
Economics;  Regional  Planning  Groups;  and  various  Redevelop¬ 
ment  Agencies  in  Massachusetts . 

It  was  agreed  that  each  workshop  Director  will  submit  his 
final  script  no  later  than  the  following  schedule: 

Case  Study  1  (linsky)  -  immediately 

Case  Study  2  (Holton 

Kramer) 


-  April  9 


li.Ii.F.  Meeting  Notes 
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Case  Study  5  (O’Brien) 


April  23 


Case  Study  4  (Groden)  -  May  6 


It  was  hoped  that  rough  drafts  of  the  Prologue  could  be 
provided  at  least  a  week  in  advance  of  the  final  deadline. 


It  was  suggested  that  the  workshop  Directors  plan  for  ques¬ 
tions  from  the  audience  in  order  to  stimulate  discussion  in 
each  workshop . 

The  Committee  proposed  that  each  workshop  Director  have 
prepared  (or  acquire)  a  visual  presentation  of  the  physical 
area  which  is  to  serve  as  the  focus  of  the  workshop,  such 
as  maps,  slides  or  model  -  if  these  do  not  already  exist. 

It  was  also  suggested  that  the  BAC  invite  all  the  participants 
to  lunch  prior  to  the  workshop  in  order  to  serve  as  a  warmup 
session  and  to  meet  each  other. 

The  next  meeting  will  be  at  12:30  on  Friday,  April  11. 


Sanford  R.  Greenfield 
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NOTES  ON  H.E.F.  ADVISORY  COMMITTEE  MEETING,  April  11,  1969 

Present:  Diamond,  Glassman,  Greenfield,  Groden,  Holton, 

Field,  L insky,  Sapers,  Wallace 


Mrs.  Linsky  reported  that  because  the  Jamaicaway/Riverway 
Reconstruction  Case  is  being  brought  before  the  Superior 
Court,  she  was  quite  anxious  about  the  participants  agree¬ 
ing  to  go  ahead  with  this  workshop.  Ben  Fink,  Chief  Engineer 
for  the  MDC ,  has  already  refused  participation  as  a  result 
of  the  court  case.  Carl  Sapers  volunteered  to  discuss  the 
practicality  of  having  the  participants  make  presentations 
at  the  workshop  with  Town  of  Brookline  attorney  John  Reed. 

Sapers  will  inform  Mrs.  Linsky,  and  Mrs.  Linsky  in  turn  will 
inform  the  BAC  whether  or  not  the  workshop  will  be  held  as 
scheduled . 

Postponing  the  workshop  until  later  in  June  or  sometime  next 
fall,  after  court  decision  has  been  reached,  was  discussed. 

No  decision  was  reached  by  the  Committee  other  than  to  cancel 
the  workshop  for  April  IS  if  the  participants  cannot  speak 
freely.  In  the  event  that  the  workshop  will  take  place,  the 
BAC  will  mail  prologues  to  all  invitees  and  make  telephone 
calls  to  interested  agencies  to  gage  their  anticipated  attend¬ 
ance  . 

The  Workshop  will  take  the  format  of  a  "town  meeting”  in  which 
speakers  may  be  interrupted  by  the  moderator  and  free-ranging 
discussion  may  take- place  throughout  the  presentation.  There 
will  be  a  coffee  break  at  approximately  4:00  p  .m .  ,  after  which 
the  "town  meeting"  will  reconvene  for  a  question-discussion 
period.  Participants  have  been  invited  to  lunch  along  with 
members  of  the  Advisory  Committee  prior  to  the  Workshop. 

Will  Holton  reported  on  the  May  9  Workshop  "The  Hospital,  the 
Community,  and  the  Mental  Health  Center:  Design  Implications 
of  Site-Selection."  Participants  met  for  a  luncheon  meeting 
at  which  time  Mr.  Holton  and  Dr.  Shapiro  agreed  to  argue  ex¬ 
treme  positions.  Dr.  Kramer  will  make  a  presentation  of  the 
problem  and  the  community  in  South  Boston.  Two  physical  pro¬ 
posals  will  be  made:  "Alternative  A,"  centralized  alternative 
to  be  made  by  Hermann  Field;  and  "Alternative  B,"  decentralized 
alternative  to  be  made  by  Bill  Hammer.  The  clients,  Hooley  and 
Shapiro,  /will  react  to  both  of  these  alternatives.  It  was 
agreed  that  additional  brochures  will  be  mailed  to  the  psychi¬ 
atric  departments  of  the  larger  general  hospitals  in  the  Boston 
area,  such  as  the  Beth  Israel,  Mass.  General  Hospital,  Cambridge 
City  Hospital,  Assoc.  Harvard  Hospitals,  Boston  University 
Medical  Center,  and  Boston  City  Hospital. 


Sanford  R.  Greenfield 
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320  Newbury  Street 
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NOTES  ON  H.E.F.  ADVISORY  COMMITTEE  MEETING,  June  27,  1969 
Present:  Field,  Glassman,  Greenfield,  Wallace,  Linsky 


The  Advisory  Committee  reviewed  the  attendance  figures  of  the 
four  workshops  and  contributed  the  following  suggestions  re¬ 
garding  attendance: 

1.  Not  enough  individual  emphasis  to  government  department 
heads  and  others  in  seeking  their  cooperation  in  attract¬ 
ing  department  employees 

2.  Not  enough  individual  focus  on  appealing  to  people  with 
special  interest 

3.  Three  hours  on  a  Friday  afternoon  may  be  too  much  time 
to  expect  from  a  participant 

4.  Not  enough  announcements  were  mailed  prior  to  each 
meeting . 

Some  critical  comments  from  the  Committee  suggested  that  this 
year’s  program  may  have  been  too  *'Boston-or iented”  and  should 
have  been  more  regional  in  scope. 

Projects  suggested  for  next  year  are  as  follows: 

1.  How  can  suburban  areas  become  more  involved  in  urban 
problems? 

2.  A  continuing  education  program  for  decision-makers,  em¬ 
phasizing  planning  techniques  and  tools. 

3.  Develop  a  traveling  road  show  to  regional  centers  to 
hold  workshops  in  such  areas  as  Springfield,  Lowell, 
Worcester,  Brockton,  etc.,  attracting  composite  groups 
consisting  of  local  planning  boards,  selectmen,  build¬ 
ing  commissions,  school  committees,  etc. 

Perhaps  this  traveling  road  show  should  also  appear 
before  semi-public  group  meetings. 

4.  Conduct  case  study  workshops  on  site,  which  would 
heighten  dramatic  interest  on  the  part  of  local 
government  and  local  participants . 


Sanford  R.  Greenfield 
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APPENDIX  C 


WORKSHOP 

MATT  T  M  C’  IT 

ivl  .A.  X  a-i  J-  J.N  VJ  XJJ. 

STS 

Mar cn  1 i 

Represent at ives 

of  the  General  Court 

(Mass . ) 

U.S.  Senators  § 

Repr  e  s  en ta  t iv  e  s 

Commonwealth  of 

Mass.  (Dept.,  Bureau 

§  Commission  heads) 

City  of  Boston 

(dept,  heads) 

Federal  Agency  Executive  Listing 

Mass.  Mayors 

Mass.  City  Managers 

Mass .  Selectmen 

Metropolitan  Area  Planning  Council 

Local  Redevelopment  Agencies,  Com.  of  Mass. 

Little  City  Kail  Managers  (Boston) 

•  • 

Mass.  Chamber  of  Commerce  §  Greater  Boston  Chamber  of  Commerce 

Conservation  Commission  Chairmen 

Mass .  Dept,  of  Public  Health  (Central  Office) 

Mass.  Dept,  of  Public  Health  (Engineering  Office) 

Mass.  Dept,  of  Mental  Health  (Regional  Adm.,  Dirs.,  Bus.  Mgrs.) 
Mass.  Dept,  of  Mental  Health  (hospitals 
Children’s  Psychiatric  Clinics 

State  Colleges  (Pres.,  Guidance  Dept.,  Div.  State  Colleges) 

•  Community  Colleges 

Selected  Metropolitan  Schools  (Dept.  Chm.) 

Citizens  Housing  §  Planning  Association  (Dirs  .  ,  Members) 
Metropolitan  Church  of  Christ  (Members  Housing  Commission) 
Boston  Architectural  Center  (Members) 

Boston  Society  of  Architects  (Board) 

Commonwealth  of  Mass.  Board  of  Higher  Education 
Miscellaneous 

*  Invitations  were  sent  to  additional  miscellaneous  organizations 
and  individuals  prior  to  specific  workshops. 
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People=  Cities 
W  orkshop  in  Environmental  Design 
for  Community  Planners 
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CASE  STUDY  I:  JAMAICAWAY/ RIVER  WAY  RECONSTRUCTION 

2  p.  m.  ,  Friday,  April  18,  1 969,  Boston  Architectural  Center 
Workshop  Director:  HELEN  LINSKY 

The  Roadways 

The  Jamaicaway  and  the  Riverway  are  connecting  roads  located  in  Boston 
near  the  Brookline  border.  They  carry  two-way  traffic  north- south  along 
the  Olmsted/Muddy  River  park  system.  The  Jamaicaway  runs  from  the 
Kelly  Circle  intersection  with  the  Arborway  south  of  Jamaica  Pond  north 
to  Huntington  Avenue  where  it  joins  the  Riverway.  The  Riverway  continues 
north  from  this  point,  crosses  Brookline  Avenue  twice,  and  ends  at  Park 
Drive  near  the  Back  Bay  Fens.  The  roadways  are  in  the  custody  of  the 
Metropolitan  District  Commission  (MDC). 

I 

At  the  end  of  the  last  century,  these  curving,  tree-lined  roads  were 
designed  as  "parkways"  by  Frederick  Law  Olmsted,  the  country's  first 
landscape  architect.  Olmsted  included  these  roads  in  a  circular  series  of 
landscaped  roads  bordering  parks  and  reaching  out  of  the  city  to  leisure  and 
recreational  areas.  Other  completed  segments  of  this  belt  parkway  are  the 
Fenway,  Arborway  and  Strandway.  The  parkway  system  also  incorporated 
part  of  Commonwealth  Avenue,  but  Massachusetts  Avenue  and  Columbia 
Road  failed  to  achieve  parkway  status  as  planned. 

Since  that  time  the  original  concept  of  the  parkway  has  lost  its  meaning 
in  relation  to  these  roads.  Although  still  used  for  access  to  their  adjacent 
parks,  the  roads  have  become  largely  commuter  rather  than  pleasure  roads 
and  according  to  the  MDC,  now  carry  an  estimated  average  volume  of 
50,  000  cars  daily. 

The  Park  System 

The  famous  Boston  Park  System  was  designed  by  Olmsted  as  a  continuous 
flow  of  open  parkland  with  trees  and  waterways  from  Boston  Common  and 
the  Charles  River  to  Franklin  Park.  The  roads  in  question  border  a 
segment  of  this  park  system.  The  Jamaicaway  borders  Olmsted  Park 
from  Jamaica  Pond  to  Leverett  Pond.  Muddy  River  Park  continues  in  a 
narrower  strip  from  Huntington  Avenue  along  the  Riverway  to  the  Fens. 

The  border  between  Brookline  and  Boston  is  approximately  in  the  center 
of  Muddy  River,  the  spine  of  this  park  segment,  and  each  community 
controls  its  side  of  the  park.  The  h/TDC  has  certain  maintenance 
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responsibilities  and  other  rights  in  the  River  itself.  Riverdale  Parkway- 
Drive  is  the  little -traveled  road  running  through  Brookline's  side  of  the 
park. 

The  creation  of  this  park,  perhaps  the  most  ingenious  and  varied  of 
Olmsted's  creations,  was  undertaken  cooperatively  by  Brookline  and  Boston 
following  the  granting  of  statutory  authority  in  1875.  By  1890  most  of  the 
strip  with  which  we  are  concerned  in  this  case  had  been  acquired  by  Boston 
and  Brookline. 

I 

In  the  years  since  1890,  many  construction  projects  have  encroached  on 
the  park  strip  not  only  constricting  the  park  area  but  also  choking  the 
waterway  and  causing  flooding  in  some  areas.  Included  are  the  Huntington 
Avenue  overpass  and  the  Sears,  Roebuck  Parking  Lot.  Clearly  the  pressures 
of  conflicting  modern  demands  on  these  parklands  and  parkways  explain 
why  these  roads  and  the  adjacent  park  system  are  at  the  center  of  a  ten- 
year  controversy. 

The  Proposed  Reconstruction  Project 

In  1956  the  MDC  assumed  responsibility  for  the  Jamaicaway  at  the  direc¬ 
tion  of  the  Legislature  and  began  work  on  the  safety  problem  posed  by  the 
road's  increasing  traffic  volume.  Their  proposed  solution  to  this  problem 
and  the  reasons  for  it  will  be  explained  by  Benjamin  Fink,  Chief  Parks 
Engineer  for  the  Commission.  Generally,  the  plan  proposes  to  realign 
the  Jamaicaway  for  use  in  the  northbound  direction  only.  Southbound 
traffic  presently  using  the  Jamaicaway  will  be  handled  on  a  new  roadway 
on  the  west,  or  Brookline  side  of  the  park  generally  using  the  right-of-way 
of  Brookline's  Riverdale  Parkway  Drive.  The  overall  scheme  will  create 
a  divided  highway  from  Brookline  Avenue  to  Kelley  Circle  encircling 
Olmsted  and  Muddy  River  Parks  and  Jamaica  Pond. 

Several  proposed  schemes  were  reviewed  before  this  plan  was  chosen  by 
the  MDC.  The  Metropolitan  Area  Planning  Council  (MAPC)  worked  to 
coordinate  future  traffic  needs  of  Brookline,  Boston,  and  the  MDC.  Their 
work  was  instrumental  in  the  adoption  of  the  proposed  plan.  Mr.  Robert  G. 
Davidson,  Executive  Director  of  the  Council,  will  explain  the  Council's 
role  in  the  planning  process  and  will  place  the  Jamaicaway  in  the  context 
of  the  Metropolitan  Highway  system.  He  will  review  the  relation  between 
the  proposals  and  other  road  and  transit  projects,  such  as  Highway  1-95. 

The  Objections 

Until  1967,  most  public  officials  involved  in  the  planning  process --the 
MAPC,  the  City  of  Boston,  and  various  boards  in  the  Town  of  Brookline; 
the  Selectmen,  the  Planning  Board,  the  Park  and  Recreation  Commission, 
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0  responsible  for  Brookline's  side  of  the  Park,  and  the  Traffic  Commission-- 

were  involved  only  in  alterations  to  the  various  proposed  schemes.  Objec¬ 
tions  to  the  overall  concept  and  questions  of  balancing  the  traffic  needs 
against  the  park  damage,  although  raised  by  some  private  persons,  such 
as  Professor  Charles  Eliot  at  Harvard,  were  not  officially  raised  until 
the  Brookline  Conservation  Commission  was  established  in  1966.  In 
1967  the  Commission  began  to  question  whether  such  a  massive  reconstruc¬ 
tion  project  was  necessary  to  meet  only  safety  needs  on  the  Jamaicaway. 
Also,  they  urged  the  Selectmen  and  other  town  boards  to  re-examine  the 
value  of  the  park  to  the  residents  of  both  communities  and  to  weigh  these 
values  against  more  efficient  commuting  time.  Francis  X.  Meany,  Esq., 
Chairman  of  the  Brookline  Conservation  Commission,  will  present  these 
and  other  arguments  in  opposition  to  the  proposal,  and  will  explain 
Brookline's  legal  means  of  opposition. 

These  questions  gave  rise  to  others.  Other  boards  in  the  Town  were  con¬ 
vinced  that  the  MDC  had  not  presented  adequate  factual  information  to 
justify  such  a  large-scale  construction  project.  Within  a  year,  the  Plan¬ 
ning  Board,  the  Park  and  Recreation  Commission,  and  the  Traffic  Com¬ 
mission,  previously  favorable  or  apathetic  had  expressed  their  objections 
to  the  Board  of  Selectmen.  The  Selectmen  took  no  positive  action  however 
until  1968  when  they  appointed  an  ad  hoc  committee  composed  of  the  chair- 
}  men  of  each  of  these  boards,  as  well  as  that  of  the  Conservation  Commis¬ 

sion,  and  the  Brookline  Redevelopment  Authority.  The  Committee  was 
to  try  to  cooperate  with  the  MDC  to  iron  out  differences  and  work  to 
accomplish  the  road  reconstruction.  The  Committee  met  with  the  MDC, 
reviewed  alternative  plans  and  submitted  their  recommendation  to  the 
Board  of  Selectmen.  The  Committee's  findings  will  be  presented  by 
Mr.  Childs,  Chairman  of  the  Redevelopment  Authority,  who  will  also 
describe  the  Authority's  role.  Two  of  Brookline's  Redevelopment  Projects 
border  the  park.  The  Authority  is  beginning  urban  design  studies  for 
one  of  these  and  Mr.  Childs  will  describe  the  effects  of  the  proposed  high¬ 
way  plan  on  these  projects. 

The  City  of  Boston 

Unlike  the  Town  of  Brookline,  apparently  only  one  agency  in  the  City  of 
Boston  actively  participated  in  the  project:  the  Traffic  and  Parking 
Department,  William  R.  McGrath,  Commissioner,  Evidently,  the 
objections  of  the  Park  Department  had  been  eliminated  by  the  declaration 
that  the  scheme  would  raze  a  minimum  number  of  trees  along  the  Jamaica¬ 
way  and  that  a  few  overpasses  would  be  provided.  There  was  some  staff 
work  within  the  Boston  Redevelopment  Authority  to  modify  the  scheme  so 
as  to  minimize  the  effects  on  the  Park,  but  this  was  done  informally  and 
it  apparently  had  little  effect  on  the  official  city  policy.  Mayor  Collins 
was  in  favor  of  the  work  and  the  main  spokesman  for  the  City  has  been 
Commissioner  McGrath.  Anthony  DiSarcina,  speaking  for  Mr,  McGrath, 
will  explain  the  apparent  advantages  of  the.  project  from  Boston's  point  of 
view. 
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The  Town  of  Brookline 


Despite  the  objections  of  every  participating  agency,  the  Selectmen  of 
the  Town  of  Brookline  did  not  inform  the  MDC  of  their  definite  opposi¬ 
tion  to  the  plans  until  January  1969.  The  reasons  for  the  delay  are 
several  and  significant.  The  Selectmen  felt  that  they  had  a  responsibility 
to  be  of  assistance  to  Boston  in  the  solution  to  this  problem  and  was  con¬ 
cerned  about  their  continuing  relationships  with  both  the  City  and  the 
MDC  More  important,  the  Selectmen  felt  deserted  by  the  professionals 
who  had  not  presented  them  with  complete  information.  Mrs.  Louise 
Castle,  former  Chairman,  Brookline  Board  of  Selectmen,  will  explain 
the  Selectmen's  role  and  their  final  decision  to  oppose  the  project. 

Issues 

This  case  is  exemplary  of  several  issues  facing  public  decision-makers 
in  design  problems.  Many  of  the  issues  it  raises  are  common  to  each 
of  the  case  studies  being  presented  by  the  Boston  Architectural  Center 
this  spring.  Among  these  are  the  problems  of  communication  between 
different  levels  of  government,  between  the  professionals  and  the  public 
decision-makers,  and  between  public  agencies  having  varying  kinds  of 
responsibilities  within  the  same  case.  This  case  is  separated  from  the 
others  in  that  it  points  out  the  difficulties  of  communication  when  two 
or  more  communities  share  a  common  problem.  It  is  especially  illus¬ 
trative  of  the  conflicting  priorities  causing  competition  for  park  land. 
There  is  a  concensus  that  traffic  safety  is  necessary.  Given  this  goal, 
however,  there  are  still  many  policy  decisions  over  which  there  is  no 
agreement.  How  safe  is  safe?  How  much  research  should  be  done  to 
relate  the  exact  safety  problems  to  the  design?  Is  it  necessary  to 
provide  for  greater  traffic  volume  and  speed  in  order  to  accommodate 
the  safety  goal?  Should  the  MDC  be  building  roads?  Created  as  an 
agency  to  maintain  the  metropolitan  park  system,  does  a  road  building 
role  inherently  conflict  with  this  responsibility?  Finally  there  must  be 
compromise  between  the  many  land  use  needs  of  the  city.  To  have  it, 
new  methods  of  communication  must  be  formed  if  useful  decisions  are 
to  be  made  toward  the  solution  of  such  problems  in  the  future. 

Epilogue 

Some  cry  out  that  Brookline  is  obstructionist  and  must  not  let  sentimen¬ 
tal  concern  over  the  trees  stand  in  the  way  of  modernization  of  the  road 
for  the  purpose  of  saving  lives.  On  the  other  hand,  this  kind  of  emo¬ 
tional  argument  and  accusation  continues  to  stand  in  the  way  of  real  work 
on  the  part  of  professionals  which  might  lead  to  a  less  drastic  plan,  a 
compromise  solution,  an  improved  road  and  an  improved  park. 

The  dialogue  closed  when  on  March  El,  1969,  the  MDC  began  eminent 
domain  proceedings  to  Lake  Rivevdale  Parkway  Drive.  Brookline  has 
now  taken  its  case  to  Court. 
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CASE  STUDY  II:  THE  HOSPITAL,  THE  COMMUNITY,  and  the  MENTAL 

HEALTH  CENTER:  DESIGN  IMPLICATIONS  of  SITE  SELECTION 

May  9,  1969,  2:00  p.m.,  Boston  Architectural  Center,  320  Newbury  St. 
CO-DIRECTORS: 


Bernard  M.  Kramer . Associate  Professor  (Social 

Psychology),  Dept,  of  Preventive 
Medicine,  School  of  Medicine, 
Tufts  University. 

Wilfred  E.  Holton . ..Instructor  (Sociology),  Dept,  of 

Preventive  Medicine,  School  of 
Medicine,  Tufts  University. 

PARTICIPANTS: 


Hermann  H.  Field . Director,  Planning  Office, 

Tufts  New  England  Medical  Ctr. 

William  R.  Hammer . Architectural  and  Urban  Designer, 

Planning  Office,  Tufts- New 
England  Medical  Center. 

James  Hooley . President,  Tufts  Mental  Health 

Area  Board. 

Leon  N.  Shapiro . Professor  of  Psychiatry,  School 

of  Medicine,  Tufts  University. 


PURPOSES: 

1.  To  demonstrate  the  potential  importance  of  the 
community  in  mental  health  planning; 

2.  To  portray  the  interaction  between  professional 
planners  and  their  clients,  including  the  view¬ 
points  of  several  interest  groups  involved  in 
the  planning  process;  and 

3.  To  show  the  complex  interrelations  of  design, 
site-selection,  and  community  process. 

FORMAT: 

The  professional  planners  will  present  two  alternative 
site  and  design  solutions:  a  CENTRALIZED  plan,  and  a 
DECENTRALIZED  plan.  After  the  presentations  the  community 
representative  and  the  Medical  Center  representative  will 
react  to  the  issues  implied  in  each  of  the  alternatives. 
Members  of  the  audience  will  then  raise  questions  and 
attempt  to  reach  a  solution. 
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A  WORD  TO  THE  AUDIENCE  ***** 


You  are  sitting  as  a  REVIEW  COMMITTEE  to  weigh  the  two  alter¬ 
natives  presented.  Be  ready  to  ask  "tough  questions"  of  any 
of  the  participants  —  on  political*  economic,  social,  planning, 
architectural  or  other  issues.  It  is  up  to  you  to  suggest  addi¬ 
tional  alternatives,  pointing  out  different  solutions  to  site 
and  design  problems.  You  will  be  asked  to  evaluate  the  impli¬ 
cations  of  the  several  alternatives,  and  arrive  at  a  satisfac¬ 
tory  design  and  site  solution. 

INTRODUCTION: 

This  introduction  briefly  sketches  the  background  and  site- 
selection  issues  for  the  proposed  Comprehensive  Community  Mental 
Health  Center  in  the  Tufts  University  catchment  area.  Enough 
general  history  is  given  to  put  the  current  "community  mental 
health"  movement  in  context.  An  outline  of  the  current  Massa¬ 
chusetts  mental  health  legislation  gives  the  legal  limits  of 
planning.  The  professional  and  community  aspects  are  traced 
in  the  development  of  mental  health  services  for  the  Tufts  Men¬ 
tal  Health  Area.  The  key  site-selection  issues  are  described  to 
introduce  the  workshop  presentation.  On  May  9  the  planners  will 
present  two  contrasting  site  and  design  solutions  to  their 
"clients".  This  will  bring  the  issues  into  relief,  demonstrating 
the  importance  of  both  community  and  professional  interests. 

HISTORY  OP  "COMMUNITY  MENTAL  HEALTH"  AND  THE  MASSACHUSETTS 
LEGISLATION :  _ 


The  early  interpretations  of  mental  illness  (in  Egypt  and  Greece, 
for  instance)  saw  the  cause  in  divine  or  demoniacal  visitations. 
Albert  Deutch  in  his  book.  The  Mentally  Ill  in  America,^-  traces 
theories  and  treatment  of  mental  illness  from  early  history  into 
the  20th  Century.  The  demon-and -witch  theories  persisted,  with 
some  exceptions,  through  the  Renaissance  period  almost  to  1800. 
This  theory  led  to  "treatments"  based  on  exorcism  and  corporal 
punishment .  In  the  mid-l8th  Century  the  rational  humanitarianism 
movement  began  to  advocate  less  harsh  treatment  of  the  mentally 
ill;  in  1751  Benjamin  Franklin  led  a  successful  fight  to  build 
a  new  and  better  "Hospital  for  the  Relief  of  the  Sick  Poor  of 
this  Province  (Pennsylvania),  and  for  the  Reception  and  Cure  of 
Lunaticks."2  it  was  at  this  Pennsylvania  Hospital  that 

Dr.  Benjamin  Rush  advanced  more  humane  and  intelligent  treatment 
of  the  insane.  Although  "moral  treatment"  was  in  vogue,  large 
numbers  of  the  mentally  ill  remained  in  poorhouses  and  jails, 
subjected  to  extremely  bad  conditions  and  punishments.  From  1830 
and  for  several  decades  the  theory  flourished  that  mental  illness 
was  easily  curable  in  its  early  stages.  The  state  hospital  boom 


}  iDeutch,  Albert;  The  Mentally  Ill  in  America;  Doubleday,  Doran  & 
Co  . ,  Inc . ,  Garden”  City,  N.Y.;  1938. 

2  Ibid.,  p . 59 . 
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began  during  this  period,  spurred  also  by  Boston’s  Dorothea 
Lynde  Dix  and  other  reformers.  Worcester  State  Hospital, 
the  first  in  Massachusetts,  was  built  in  the  early  1830’ s. 

The  state  hospitals  represented  an  improvement  over  the  pre¬ 
vious  extremely  inhumane  methods  of  treatment  although  their 
locations  were  remote  and  inaccessible.  Physical  constraint 
was  gradually  replaced  by  greater  freedom  for  patients.  In 
1909  a  former  mental  patient,  Clifford  W.  Beers,  founded  the 
National  Committee  for  Mental  Hygiene,  which  was  later  to 
become  the  present-day  National  Association  for  Mental  Health. 
This  public  sympathetic  concern  was  coupled  with  modern  views 
of  psychiatry  and  insanity  to  bring  further  reforms  in  in¬ 
stitutional  treatment. 

The  concept  of  "community  mental  health"  is  quite  new  but  its 
roots  are  traced  by  Jeanne  L.  Brand  in  Community  Mental  Health: 

An  International  Perspective, 3  from  about  the  turn,  of  t‘Re 
century.  The  first  "psychopathic  pavillions"  in  general  hos¬ 
pitals  were  opened  in  1902,  and  outpatient  services  and  after¬ 
care  programs  (for  released  hospital  patients)  began  to  become 
available.  In  some  cities  "psychopathic  hospitals"  were 
founded  to  provide  examination  and  preliminary  treatment  of 
mental  illness.  Dr.  Adolf  Meyer  stressed  the  role  played  by 
social  factors  in  promoting  mental  problems  and  urged  community- 
based  early  care  and  prevention.  Freud’s  method  and  theory  of 
psychoanalysis  gained  followers  in  America  from  about  1910  on. 

In  1928  William  Alanson  White  proposed  the  marriage  of  sociol¬ 
ogy  and  psychiatry,  thereby  setting  the  stage  for  "social  (or 
community)  psychiatry."  Group  therapy  and  milieu  therapy 
grew  out  of  the  basic  assumption  that  man  is  a  social  being 
interacting  with  other  people.  World  War  II  educated  the 
public  in  the  high  cost  of  mental  illness  (1,100,000  men  were 
rejected  for  military  duty  because  of  mental  or  neurological 
disorders),  and  in  the  potential  effectiveness  of  early  in¬ 
tensified  psychiatric  care.  Earlier  drug  and  electric  "treat¬ 
ments"  have  proven  ineffective,  but  the  present-day  tranquili- 
zing  drugs  allow  outpatient  and  open  hospital  care  of  formerly 
violent  people.  In  the  1950 ’s  extensive  research  was  done  on 
day  hospitals,  milieu  therapy,  emergency  psychiatric  services, 
and  rehabilitation  programs.  The  National  Institute  of  Mental 
Health  was  established  in  1949.  The  Community  Services  Branch 
of  NIMH  provided  consultation  and  grant s-in-aid  for  the  de¬ 
velopment  of  local  programs.  One  of  the  earliest  demonstra¬ 
tion  project  grants  (1957)  was  to  the  Massachusetts  Mental 
Health  Center  in  Boston  to  explore  emergency  outpatient  ser¬ 
vices  for  mental  patients.  The  Final  Report  of  the  Joint 
Commission  on  Mental  Illness  and  Health  was  delivered  to 
Congress  in  1961.  The  Commission  strongly  endorsed  new  com¬ 
munity  care  concepts:  "A  national  mental  health  program  should 
set  as  an  objective  one  fully  staffed,  full-time  mental  health 
clinic  available  to  each  50,000  of  the  population."  Kennedy’s 
presidency  brought  a  strong  proponent  of  mental  health  programs 

3  Edited  by  Richard  H.  Williams,  Jossey-Bass  Inc.,  San  Francisco, 
1968,  pp.  18-43. 
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to  the  White  House.  In  1963,  after  the  assassination. 
Congress  enacted  the  Community  Mental  Health  Centers  Act 
which  authorized  the  appropriation  of  up  to  $150,000,000 
to  finance  up  to  2/3  the  cost  of  construction  of  community 
mental  health  centers.  Two  years  later  new  legislation 
provided  grants  for  three  years  to  assist  in  the  costs  of 
staffing  community  mental  health  centers. 

The  Massachusetts  legislation  divides  the  state  into  37 
mental  health  areas  and  sets  the  standards  for  community 
mental  health  centers  in  each  of  them.  A  brief  outline 
of  the  provisions  follows: 


"COMPREHENSIVE  SERVICES 

Children  and  adults  suffering  mental  and  emotional 
disturbances  will  be  offered  a  full  range  of  ser¬ 
vices.  Special  attention  will  be  given  to  problems 
of  aging,  crime,  delinquency,  drug  addiction,  alco¬ 
holism,  epilepsy,  mental  retardation  and  occupation¬ 
al  mental  illnesses. 

Each  area  program  will  include: 

*  Inpatient  services 

*  Outpatient  services 

*  2^1-hour  emergency  service 

*  Partial  hospitalization  for  day-care 
and  night -care 

*  Mental  health  consultation  and  educational 
services  to  community  agencies  and  pro¬ 
fessionals  practicing  in  the  area 

*  Diagnostic  services 

*  Rehabilitative  services 

*  Precare  and  aftercare  services,  includ¬ 
ing  foster  homes,  halfway  houses  and 
home  visiting 

*  Personnel  training  programs 

*  Research  and  program  evaluation  studies 

For  the  mentally  retarded  services  will  include: 

*  Diagnosis,  evaluation  and  re-evaluation 

*  Treatment 

*  Training  programs 

*  Vocational  adjustment  programs 

*  Preschool  clinical  services 

*  Long  and  short  term,  day  and  night -care, 
residential  services 

*  Personnel  training  programs 

*  Research  and  evaluation  programs 

*  Preventive  services  " 
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DEVELOPMENTS  IN  THE  TUFTS  CATCHMENT  AREA: 

Prior  to  1965  the  Department  of  Psychiatry  at  Tufts  Univer¬ 
sity  School  of  Medicine  ran  an  outpatient  clinic  and  a  small 
inpatient  ward  in  cooperation  with  the  New  England  Medical 
Center  Hospitals.  Less  than  2%  of  the  patients  were  drawn 
from  the  South  Cove,  South  Boston  and  North  Dorchester  areas. 
In  1965  the  National  Institute  of  Mental  Health  was  begin¬ 
ning  to  stress  community-oriented  programs.  At  that  time, 
the  Department  of  Psychiatry  applied  for  and  received  a 
research  grant  to  do  evaluation  studies  of  the  area  (al¬ 
though  the  final  lines  had  not  yet  been  drawn  by  the  Massa¬ 
chusetts  Mental  Health  Planning  Project)  and  to  determine 
appropriate  services.  The  director  of  the  Planning  Office 
of  the  Tufts-New  England  Medical  Center  served  as  a  principal 
investigator  in  this  study.  In  the  course  of  the  study, 
psychiatric  services  were  provided  and  evaluated.  Then  be¬ 
tween  1966  and  1968  application  was  made  for  a  staffing 
grant  which  would  allow  a  major  increase  in  the  manpower 
resources  of  the  Department .  This  staffing  grant  was 
approved  by  the  federal  agency  and  then  the  state  matching- 
funds  provision  was  approved  after  a  long  fight  in  the 
Legislature.  The  Area  Board  was  instrumental  in  influenc¬ 
ing  area  politicians  to  support  the  funding  in  the  deficiency 
budget.  In  1968,  72  staff  positions  became  available  to 
provide  services  in  existing  agencies  in  the  area.  In  ad¬ 
dition,  there  is  a  "continuity  team"  which  follows  released 
State  Hospital  patients  and  makes  house  calls. 

The  Area  Board  of  Directors  of  the  Tufts  Mental  Health  Area 
represents  the  community  in  planning  and  administration. 

The  role  of  the  AREA  BOARD  is  spelled  out  in  the  Legisla¬ 
tion  as  follows: 

"  A  21-member  citizens '  mental  health  and  mental 
retardation  board  will  be  set  up  in  each  area. 

This  will  permit  citizens  to  have  their  say  about 
the  mental  health  services  they  desire  for  their 
particular  communities.  Members  will  be  appoint¬ 
ed  to  a  three-year  term  by  the  Commissioner.  The 
Act  specifies  that  two-thirds  of  the  members  of 
these  boards  must  live  in  the  area;  the  remainder 
may  either  live  or  work  in  the  area.  Four  members 
are  selected  from  community  mental  health  associ¬ 
ations  for  the  mentally  retarded  and  the  balance 
of  the  board  to  include  one  member  from  each  city 
and,  where  practicable,  one  from  each  town  in  the 
area.  No  member  shall  be  an  employee  of  the 
department . 

The  area  boards  will  serve  as  liais.on  between 
the  local  community  and  the  mental  health  program, 
the  Commissioner  and  the  Advisory  Council.  As 
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representatives  of  the  citizens  of  the  area, 

|  they  will  advise  regarding  local  needs  and  re¬ 

sources  for  the  development  of  comprehensive 
mental  health  and  mental  retardation  services. 

They  will  also  advise  on  the  recruitment  and 
selection  of  area  directors  and  associate  area 
directors  and  other  personnel  and  appointment 
policies.  They  will  review  and  approve  annual 
plans  and  review  and  make  recommendations  con¬ 
cerning  the  annual  budget.  They  will  receive 
funds  from  community  sources  and  receive  and 
administer  bequests  of  personal  property,  funds, 
and  grants  of  land  for  use  in  the  area  program." 

In  1967  the.'..members  of  the  Area  Board  were  appointed  by 
the  Governor.  These  people  all  either  live  or  work  in  the 
catchment  area  so  they  are  aware  of  its  problems.  The 
Board  must  review  and  approve  of  the  Annual  Plan  each  year 
and  takes  an  active  role  in  writing  the  annual  plans.  The 
Area  Board  evaluates  ongoing  programs,  and  develops  programs 
of  its  own. 

Currently  a  wide  range  of  services  is  being  provided  with 
the  community.  Programs  operate  in  the  La  Boure'  Community 
Center  in  South  Boston,  and  in  the  Dorchester  House  in 
North  Dorchester.  Psychiatric  services  are  provided  for 
|  citizens  of  Columbia  Point  in  the  Community  Health  Center 

there.  In  addition,  the  Continuity  Team  (mentioned  above) 
travels  throughout  the  catchment  area.  Residents  of  the 
catchment  area  now  make  up  about  1 6%  of  the  case  load  of 
the  Tufts  University  Mental  Health  Center  on  Tremont  Street. 

SITE  SELECTION  ISSUES: 

The  basic  site-selection  issue  in  the  case  is  whether  future 
mental  health  services  in  the  catchment  area  should  be 
CENTRALIZED  or  DISPERSED  (decentralized).  An  understanding 
of  this  issue  requires  evaluation  of  several  factors.  The 
social,  economic  and  ethnic  characteristics  of  the  area’s 
population  constitute  the  social  setting.  The  mental  health 
needs  and  prevalent  attitudes  toward  psychiatric  care  are 
key  factors.  Medical  School  and  Medical  Center  interests 
make  up  the  professional  viewpoints  on  site-selection 
issues.  On  the  community  side,  a  number  of  additional  in¬ 
terests  are  expressed.  These  factors  are  bound  up  in  a 
complex  way;  the  question  of  centralization  or  dispersion 
is  not  a  simple  one. 

The  Tufts  Mental  Health  Area  includes  the  South  Cove  and 
part  of  North  Dorchester,  and  Columbia  Point  (see  map). 

The  South  Cove  has  a  sizeable  Chinese  community.  South 
I  Boston,  known  for  its  Irish  population,  also  has  many  other 
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ethnic  groups  (Italian,  Canadian,  Polish,  etc.)  North 
Dorchester  contains  a  small  Black  community,  and  Columbia 
Point  is  now  about  50$  Black.  The  social  and  economic 
character  of  the  area  can  be  summarized  as  follows: 

Median  Family  Income . $5,444.  (Boston,  $5,747.) 

Median  Education . 10.4  yrs.  (Boston,  11.2) 

Median  Age . 28.9  yrs. 

Craftsmen  &  Foremen . 20. 2%  \ 

Operatives . 20 . 2$  >  of  total  employees 

Laborers . 10.1$  ) 

Housing  Units  Deter¬ 
iorating  or  Dilapidated ...  24 . 4$  of  total  housing  units 

The  Massachusetts  Department  of  Mental  Health  has  given 
the  Tufts  area  the  second  highest  priority  (out  of  37). 
Since  1966  the  research  group  in  the  Department  of  Psy¬ 
chiatry  has  done  several  studies  of  the  mental  health 
needs  and  use  patterns  in  the  catchment  area.  A  survey 
of  residents  showed  that  alcoholism  and  delinquency  were 
felt  to  be  the  primary  problems.  The  area  was  found  to 
have  a  very  high  rate  of  admissions  to  State  mental  hos¬ 
pitals,  but  a  very  low  rate  of  using  outpatient  mental 
health  services.  There  is  a  reluctance  to  seek  treatment 
for  emotional  problems  until  they  have  progressed  to  a 
severe  stage.  The  research  group  concluded  that  the  com¬ 
munity  was  not  hostile,  but  indifferent  to  mental  health 
treatment . 

CENTRALIZED  Plan 

The  Tufts  University  School  of  Medicine  and  the  Tufts- 
New  England  Medical  Center  are  located  at  the  northwest 
corner  of  the  area,  in  the  South  Cove  (see  map).  The 
Department  of  Psychiatry,  representing  the  Medical  School, 
has  a  deep  commitment  to  quality  medical  education.  This 
requires  a  faculty  of  highly  qualified  psychiatrists  who 
are  drawn  by  the  academic  atmosphere  and  compatible  pro¬ 
fessional  colleagues.  In  addition,  quality  medical  edu¬ 
cation  requires  ties  to  excellent  medical  services  where 
students  (and  interns  and  residents)  may  be  placed  and 
properly  supervised.  For  these  reasons,  most  members  of 
the  Department  of  Psychiatry  feel  that  the  proposed  Mental 
Health  Center  (at  least  its  inpatient  unit)  should  be 
closely  integrated  into  the  Medical  Center,  while  other 
Services  could  be  in  existing  agencies.  Some  representa¬ 
tives  of  the  Medical  Center  stress  the  need  to  locate 
most,  if  not  all,  of  the  Mental  Health  Center  services 
in  the  planned  new  downtown  Tufts-New  England  Medical 
Center  complex.  This  proposal  has  raised  the  legal  ques¬ 
tion  of  whether  the  State  would  build  a  mental  health 
center  which  is  not  a  separate  building.  The  Planning 
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Office  of  the  Tufts-New  England  Medical  Center  has  re¬ 
cently  completed  the  first  stage  of  a  study  supported  by 
the  National  Institute  of  Mental  Health  on  ways  of  relat¬ 
ing  the  new  Community  Mental  Health  Center  system  to  the 
traditional  General  Hospital  system. 

DECENTRALIZED  or  COMMUNITY-BASED  CENTRALIZED  Plans: 

Most  vocal  members  of  the  community  —  and  at  least  one 
Tufts  psychiatrist  —  favor  a  more  community-based  pat¬ 
tern  of  services.  There  are  two  different  themes  among 
this  group:  (1)  a  large  Mental  Health  Center  building 
should  be  located  in  South  Boston,  near  the  center  of 
the  catchment  area  (another  sort  of  centralized  solution) 
and  (2)  most  mental  health  services  should  be  delivered 
in  scattered  existing  agencies  such  as  community  centers 
and  "settlement  houses".  These  two  interest  groups  base 
their  preferences  on  the  same  premise.  They  contend  that 
the  Medical  Center  location  is  inaccessible  to  most  re¬ 
sidents  of  the  catchment  area.  Public  transportation  is 
limited  and  the  "psychological  barrier"  of  the  Fort  Point 
Channel  is  considerable.  A  survey  in  1966  showed  that 
only  11%  of  the  residents  of  the  area  were  aware  of  the 
Mental  Health  Center  in  the  downtown  Medical  Center.  At 
that  time  (as  mentioned  above)  only  about  2%  of  the 
Mental  Health  Center  patients  lived  in  the  catchment  area 
This  leads  to  the  conclusion  that  a  comprehensive  mental 
health  facility  at  the  Medical  Center  would  not  be  used 
to  a  significant  extent. 

One  group  favors  a  centralized  Mental  Health  Center  in 
South  Boston,  perhaps  at  Andrews  Square.  This  plan,  it 
is  argued,  would  put  all  needed  services  including  in¬ 
patient  beds  within  easy  reach  of  the  area  residents. 
Another  group  contends  that  such  a  centralized  large 
facility  would  not  meet  the  mental  health  needs  in  the 
catchment  area.  This  group  believes  that  several  sepa¬ 
rate  neighborhoods  are  centers  of  orientation  and  that 
specially-tailored  services  should  be  provided  in  each 
of  them.  Existing  local  agencies  are  known  —  and  hope¬ 
fully  accepted  —  by  the  neighborhood  residents.  This 
would,  it  is  claimed,  remove  the  public  stigma  attached 
to  using  a  separate  mental  health  facility. 

This  discussion  has  made  it  clear  that  one  cannot  reason¬ 
ably  speak  of  "site-selection"  and  "location"  in  the  sing 
ular .  The  alternatives  are  not  limited  to  single  sites 
for  each  service  unit.  Instead,  we  prefer  to  use  the 
term,  "LOCATIONAL  SOLUTION".  This  concept  leaves  open  a 
limitless  range  of  land-use  patterns,  from  total  central¬ 
ization  to  extreme  dispersion  of  activities . 
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We  hope  that  the  workshop  will  reveal  many  implications 
of  site-selection  (locational  solutions)  for  design,  and 
show  that  design  must  be  a  means  and  not  an  end  in  itself 
Very  different  designs  would  be  appropriate,  for  instance 
at  the  Andrews  Square  and  Medical  Center  locations.  At 
the  former  site,  the  scale  and  present  character  of  the 
neighborhood  would  be  limiting  factors.  At  the  Medical 
Center,  integration  of  the  Mental  Health  Center  with  a 
large  facility  would  present  special  design  problems. 

A  decentralized  solution  would  require  a  rather  differ¬ 
ent  design  approach. 
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}  PEOPLE  =  CITIES 

Workshops  in  Environmental  Design  for  Community  Planners 

Sponsored  by  the  Boston  Architectural  Center  and  the  Higher 
Education  Facilities  Commission  of  the  Commonwealth  of  Massachusetts 
under  a  grant  of  Title  I,  Higher  Education  Act  of  1965. 

CASE  STUDY  III:  LOCATION  OF  THE  UNIVERSITY  OF  MASSACHUSETTS /BOSTON 

2  p.m.  -  5  p.m. ,  Friday,  May  23,  1969,  at  the  Boston  Architectural 
Center. 

SUMMARY  OF  HISTORY  AND  ISSUES 

In  the  spring  of  1967,  newspaper  accounts  of  a  possible  new  campus  for 
the  University  of  Massachusetts  in  the  area  between  Boston's  Back  Bay 
and  South  End  blew  up  a  storm  of  protest. 

Nearly  every  person  or  group  taking  a  public  position  -  other  than  those 
connected  with  the  University  -  took  a  position  in  opposition. 

Reasons  given  for  opposition  to  the  site  near  Copley  Square  varied  with 
the  source.  Most  often  heard  were  arguments  based  on  adverse  impact  of 
a  tax  exempt  use  on  the  property  tax  base  of  the  City  of  Boston;  the 
deleterious  effect  of  a  student  population  on  residential  neighborhoods 
and  on  businesses;  the  traffic  congestion  that  would  result  when  large 
numbers  of  students  and  faculty  brought  cars  into  an  area  already 
congested;  and  the  danger  of  stopping  planned  or  possible  future 
private  development  in  two  areas  of  the  City  which  were  well  begun  in  the 
difficult  process  of  renewing  themselves. 

The  University  took  the  position  that  in  its  role  as  an  urban  university, 
it  could  best  serve  the  community  it  was  meant  to  serve  by  being  at  the 
heart  of  the  city:  close  to  the  center  of  transportation,  to  ease  the 
twice  daily  trips  for  its  commuting  students;  close  to  jobs,  for  most 
of  the  students  work  at  least  part-time;  close  to  the  center  of  the 
political,  business  and  cultural  worlds  in  the  metropolitan  area,  for 
acquaintance  with  these  worlds  is  an  important  part  of  education,  and 
one  which  a  University  isolated  from  the  community  is  hard  put  to  provide. 
University  spokesmen  asserted  that  they  had  reduced  land  requirements  to 
thirty  acres,  that  the  area  under  discussion  was  two-thirds  without 
buildings,  minimizing  displacement;  that  a  loss  in  revenue  to  the  City 
was  not  inevitable;  that  most  students  lived  at  home,  minimizing  demands 
for  residences  in  the  area,  and  commuted  by  public  transportation,  which 
could  handle  projected  University  traffic  when  already  planned  improve¬ 
ments  to  the  MBTA  were  made. 

It  was  more  than  a  year  before  the  debate  on  the  near-Copley  site  was 
finally  closed  by  a  vote  of  the  Trustees  of  the  University.  The  vote 
was  taken  in  recognition  of  continuing  near  unanimous  community 
opposition  to  the  site  and  in  the  face  of  continuing  near  unanimous 
support  for  the  site  from  within  the  University.  Within  six  months  of 
that  vote,  the  Trustees  decided  on  another  site  (which  had  nearly 
unanimous  community  support  and  nearly  unanimous  opposition  from  within 
the  University). 
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There  were  public  debates  on  sites  other  than  the  site  near  Copley  Square, 
but  in  no  one  of  them  was  the  conflict  as  great  and  the  position  of 
opponents  and  proponents  so  clearly  polarized. 

FORMAT  of  the  WORKSHOP 

This  workshop,  for  one  afternoon  in  May  1969,  treats  the  University 
proposal  for  a  site  near  Copley  Square  as  though  it  were  still  alive, 
well  and  causing  acrimonious  controversy.  For  this  one  afternoon  in  May, 
the  top  floor  of  the  Architectural  Center  is  a  committee  hearing  room  in 
the  State  House.  The  Chairman  of  the  Committee  makes  his  call  to  order 
to  hear  a  bill  that  would  appropriate  funds  to  the  University  of 
Massachusetts  for  the  acquisition  .of  land  near  Copley  Square  to  build 
a  university.  Members  of  the  workshop  are  members  of  the  legislative 
ccanmittee  hearing  the  testimony  and  may  ask  questions  through  the  -chair 
<if  those  testifying*. 

Rep.  Paul  Murphy,  House  Majority  Whip,  will  act  as  chairman.- 
Proponents  of  the  ’’bill”  will  be: 

Dr., Paul  Gagnon,  Dean  of  Faculty,  University  of  Massachusetts /Bos ton; 

Mr.  Stephen  Berkowitz,  a  student,  and  member  of  the  first  graduating 
class  of  the  University  of  Massachusetts /Bos ton; 

Mr.  Kay  Alexander  of  Sasaki,  Dawson  and  DeMay*  site  consultants  to  the 
University. 

Opponents  of  the  "bill”  will  be: 

Councillor  Frederick  Langone,  Boston  City  Council  and  Chairman  of 
the  Appropriations  Committee  of  the  Council; 

Mr.  Charles  Hilgenhurst,  Administrator  for  Planning,  Urban  Design 
and  Advanced  Projects,  Boston  Redevelopment  Authority; 

Mr.  Daniel  Ahern,  Executive  Director,  Back  Bay  Planning  and  Dev¬ 
elopment  Corporation. 

Each  of  the  proponents  and  each  of  the  opponents  will  be  taking  the 
same  position  each  held  two  years  ago.  No  one  of  the  proponents  or 
opponents  represents  an  individual  point  of  view:  each  will  be  speaking 
for  many  others,  members  of  groups  of  which  they  represent  formally,  or 
of  which  they  are  representative. 

HISTORY 

The  site  under  discussion  lies  between  the  Back  Bay  and  the  South  End 
districts  of  Boston,  along  the  line  of  the  then  N.Y. ,  N.H.  and  H.  RR. , 
the  N.Y.  Central  RR. ,  and  the  Massachusetts  Turnpike,  in  the  area 
bounded  (some  parcels  excluded)  by  Berkeley  Street,  Chandler  Street, 
Yarmouth  Street,  the  RR. ,  Huntingdon  Avenue,  Exeter,  Blagden,  Dartmouth 
and  Stuart  Streets.  (See  Map). 

The  histories  of  the  Back  Bay  and  the  South  End  are  well  knoxro.  The 
tidal  marshes  crossed  by  rail  lines;  the  filling  and  development;  the 
shift  of  prestige  value  from  the  South  End  to  the  Back  Bay;  the  beginnings 
of  decline  in  the  Back  Bay.  Then,  more  recently,  the  beginnings  of 
rebirth  in  both  areas.  In  the  Back  Bay,  the  rebirth  began  with 
Prudential  Center,  but  has  continued  in  large  measure  through  local  effort 
sponsored  by  a  consortium  of  residents  of  the  area,  business  people, 
institutions,  and  the  City  government.  In  the  South  End  decline  of  the 
area  is  being  slowed  and  improvements  in  the  district  made,  initially 
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I  through  the  efforts  of  neighborhood  service  agencies  and  later  of 

neighborhood  groups  working  with  the  Boston  Redevelopment  Authority 
in  the  formulation  of  an  urban  renewal  plan.  The  plan  has  received 

local  approval  and  local  government  support.  City  and  Federal  financial 

aid  have  been  obtained,  and  the  plan  is  now  being  carried  out. 

The  site  proposed  by  the  University  indluded  an  area  in  the  Back  Bay 
which,  while  characterized  by  a  high  rate  of  vacancy  of  land  and  buildings, 
did  have  a  potential  for  development.  Even  at  the  time  the  University 
began  to  consider  the  site, the  area  was  also  being  considered  by  others, 
primarily  John  Hancock  Life  Insurance  Company,  for  a  garage  to  serve  the 
new  office  building,  but  also  by  others.  In  the  South  End  segment  of 
the  site,  a  number  of  residential  blocks  were  being  rehabilitated,  a 
process  which  began  even  before  the  renewal  plan  was  approved.  Another 
section  was  scheduled  for  demolition  and  rebuilding  for  commercial  and 
residential  re-use. 

The  University  of  Massachusetts/Boston  was  established  by  legislative  act 
in  1964  in  response  to  increasing  applications  from  the  Boston  area  for 
admission  to  institutions  of  higher  education..  In  less  than  a  year,  as 
a  result  of  extraordinary  effort  of  a  very  few  people,  the  University 
recruited  a  well  qualified  faculty,  established  a  curriculum,  obtained 
temporary  quarters  in  the  former  office  building  of  the  Boston  Gas 
Company  and  enrolled  over  1,000  freshmen.  (This  year,  1969,  the 
University  in  Boston  has  3,400  enrolled,  and  will  graduate  its  first  class.) 

During  this  period,  the  University  was  also  looking  for  a  permanent 
location.  Initially,  most  of  the  sites  examined  were  in  suburban  areas. 

As  enrollments  grew  in  the  temporary  quarters  in  Park  Square,  the 
characteristics  of  the  student  body  and  the  developing  view  of  the 
University  of  itself  as  an  urban  institution  effected  a  shift. 

Increasingly  the  emphasis  focused  on  possible  sites  in  the  inlying 
area.  It  became  clear  quite  quickly  that  any  inlying  site  had  dis¬ 
advantages:  high  acquisition  cost  and  often  high  cost  of  development 
as  well;  high  dislocation  of  families  or  business;  and,  in  an  attempt 
to  minimize  these  disadvantages,  another  was  created  -  limited  site  size. 

The  problem  of  pre-empting  taxable  land  in  a  City  highly  sensitive  on 
the  matter  was  also  recognized  as  a  problem.  Against  these  disadvantages, 
and  overweighing  them  in  the  consensus  of  the  University,  were  advantages 
of  accessibility  for  a  commuting  student  body  and  faculty,  proximity  to 
jobs  for  a  student  body  most  of  whom  worked,  and  proximity  to  the  cultural, 
economic  and  political  center  of  the  Boston  area. 

Early  in  the  spring  of  1967,  the  University  began  a  detailed  investigation 
of  about  a  half-dozen  sites  in  the  inlying  part  of  Boston.  All,  from 
the  point  of  view  of  the  University  had  disadvantages  as  well  as  merit; 
the  Copley  Square  site  emerged  as  the  site  which  seemed  best.  As  a  part 
of  the  University  investigation,  discussions  were  begun  with  local 
officials  and  others  who  might  be  affected.  The  interest  of  the 

University  in  the  Copley  site  was  reported  in  the  press,  and  the 

I  cont rovers ey  began. 

ISSUES 

The  University  of  Massachusetts /Boston  will  have  an  enrollment  of  about 
15,000  students  in  1980,  and  a  faculty  and  staff  of  about  2,000.  To 
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house  this  population,  about  3,500,000  square  feet  of  academic  and 
ancilliary  buildings  will  have  to  be  built.  The  buildings  require 
space  that  could  be  used  for  another  purpose.  Because  the  school  is 
and  will  be  serving  students  who  commute,  the  daily  trips  to  and  from 
the  school  will  be  very  large,  and  congestion  will  occur. 

There  is  almost  no  dispute  that  more  higher  educational  facilities  are 
needed.  The  only  question  about  current  plans  to  meet  increased 
enrollments  is  that  the  plans  may  be  too  conservative.  No-one  who 
opposed  the  University  of  Massachusetts  interest  in  the  site  near 
Copley  Square  ever  suggested  that  the  University  need  not  be  built  at 
all.  The  opposition  was  based  on  the  direct  and  indirect  disruption  of 
present  uses,  residential  and  commercial,  of  present  plans  and  future 
possibilities  for  the  site  which  did  not  include  the  University,  the 
traffic  difficulties  on  road  and  transit  the  University  would  cause, 
and  the  loss  of  tax  revenue.  Each  point  of  opposition  (allowing  for 
a  human  tendency  to  over-state)  was  valid. 

The  University,  cn  its  side,  pointed  to  its  widely  acknowledged  necessary 
role  in  providing  an  opportunity  for  higher  education  for  residents  of 
the  metropolitan  area,  and  emphasized  its  need  to  be  at  a  point  of  high 
accessibility  for  precisely  the  same  reasons  that  those  depending  on  a 
regional  labor  pool  or  market  seek  a  high  accessibility  location. 

The  University  concurred  that  to  meet  these  needs  and  perform  its  role 
as  an  urban  university,  displacement  would  occur,  but  would  be  . 
minimal  and  the  value  of  the  University  to  the  community  would  exceed 
that  of  uses  now  in  the  area  or  other  uses  which  might  come  to  the 
area.  In  addition,  the  University  generated  traffic  could  be  handled 
on  existing  and  proposed  facilities.  The  University  tried  to  counter 
the  arguments  on  student  take-over  of  residential  areas,  pointing  out  - 
on  actual  experience  -  that  most  of  the  students  lived  at  home  and 
commuted;  and  that  a  combination  of  payments  in  lieu  of  taxes  and  112 
credits  to  the  City's  existing  urban  renewal  projects  could  result  in  an 
income  gain  rather  than  an  income  loss  to  the  City.  Each  point 
(allowing  for  a  human  tendency  to  over-state)  was  valid. 

The  University,  in  attempting  to  meet  its  own  needs  which  in  turn  were 
community  needs,  came  into  conflict  with  the  community  it  was  to  serve, 
with  those  most  directly  affected  being  most  vocal.  The  University, 
very  clearly  was,  "unable  to  communicate  with  its  mass  client",  to 
use  the  phrase  in  the  brochure  for  this  workshop.  To  the  extent  that 

the  University  will  not  be  able  to  perform  its  role  on  a  site  other 
than  the  Copley  site,  the  whole  community  will  be  diminished.  To  the 
extent  that  those  in  opposition  to  the  site  were  successful  in 
"communicating  with  (their)  mass  client",  and  to  the  extent  that  the 
objections  to  University  use  of  the  site  were  valid,  the  community  will 
be  increased. 

For  those  in  the  workshop,  sitting  as  members  of  a  legislative  committe, 
would  you  report  out  the  bill  favorably  to  permit  the  University  to 
acquire  the  site  ?  Or  would  you  give  it  an  adverse  report  ?  Why  ? 
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PEOPLE  =  CITIES 

Workshop  in  Low-Middle  Income  Housing 


CASE  STUDY  IV:  ST.  JOSEPH'S  COOPERATIVE  HOMES 

WASHINGTON  PARK,  ROXBURY 


June  6,  1969,  2:00  p.m. ,  Boston  Architectural  Center,  320  Newbury  St. 


DIRECTOR: 

Rev.  Michael  F.  Groden . Director,  Planning  Office  for 

Urban  Affairs 


PARTICIPANTS: 

Paul  G.  Feloney,  A. I. A . Architect,  Feloney  &  Sturgis 

James  F.  Linnehan . Developer,  Development 

Corporation  of  America 

James  G.  Dolan,  Jr . Administrator  for  Develop¬ 

ment  and  Legal  Services,  BRA 

David  S.  Nelson,  Esq . Director,  St.  Joseph  Coopera¬ 

tive  Homes 

Rev.  Michael  F.  Groden . Diocesan  Representative  for 

Church  Housing 


MODERATOR: 

Rt.  Rev.  Francis  J.  Lally 

Editor,  The  Pilot,  Boston 


FORMAT: 

A  meeting  of  housing  experts  and  administrators  acting  as 
consultants  to  Church  officials  who  are  deciding  the  future 
involvements  of  the  Church  in  Housing  for  poor  families. 


Four  years  have  now  been  spent  at  St.  Joseph's  Cooperative  Homes  from  the  time 
of  designation  as  Sponsor  by  the  Boston  Redevelopment  Authority  to  the  comple¬ 
tion  of  construction  and  initial  occupancy  this  summer. 

These  years  were  spent  in  planning  design,  development  and  the  kind  of  touch 
negotiation  needed  to  forge  a  new  pattern  for  housing  low  and  moderate  income 
families.  A  new  method  of  combining  cooperation  ownership  and  a  monthly 
assistance  for  lower  income  families  without  any  jeopody  to  the  ownership 
has  been  the  result  in  these  efforts.  Now  this  formula  originating  at  St. 
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Joseph's  will  be  used  with  some  variations  in  our  housing  developments  in  the 
city. 

Today  we  intend  to  discuss  the  future  involvement  of  the  Church  in  the  field 
of  housing  in  the  light  of  St.  Joseph's  Cooperative  Homes  and  present  needs 
and  difficulties  in  the  area  of  low  and  moderate  income  housing  in  urban  and 
suburban  areas. 

We  shall  briefly  describe  the  four  year  chronology  (which  will  be  given  out 
to  those  attending  the  Workshop;)  then  outline  the  salient  features  of  the 
housing  program  in  terms  of  its  assistance,  arrangement  and  its  cooperative 
scheme,  then  a  word  about  its  design  and  construction-development  demension. 
All  this  will  serve  as  background  to  deliberate  future  policy  for  the  Church 
in  housing. 

We  shall  ask  what  kind  of  expenditures  are  involved  for  the  Sponsor.  What 
are  the  needs  for  housing.  Whether  a  'socially  motivated'  Sponsor  is  needed 
for  the  development  of  such  housing?  Is  there  a  unique  role  for  Church 
groups  in  making  available  housing  for  low  and  moderate  income  families  in 
suburban  communities  and  in  our  urban  areas. 


Through  such  a  format,  we  wish  to  expose  clearly  that  serious  housing  needs 
can  be  met  creatively  when  competence  and  collaboration  are  combined  with 
real  determination. 


w 


• 

• 

ST.  JOSEPH  HOMES 
DEVELOPMENT  CRONOLOGY 


AS  RELATED  TO 
FHA  FINANCING  AND  FEASIBILITY 


rr  I-:- 

' . .1  ;  ' 


'  OFFICE  FOR  IJREM'1 

■  » vLL  Sfish 

MASS.  G2icr 


1 

Summer  1966  -  Request  to  FHA  for  pre-applicatioh.  analysis 

Project  "A"  221(d)(3)  Market  Rate  Rent  Supplement 

Project  "B"  221(d)(3)  Below  Market  Rate  Project 

Sponsor  Approval 
Feasibility  Studies 


Spring  1967  -  Preliminary  approvals  obtained 

Sponsor  approved 

-  -  -Revised  application  submitted 

Summer  1967  -  Invitation  by  FHA  to  submit  preliminary  working  drawings. 
- -FHA  "C"  letter .issued.  .  ■ 

Winter  1967  -  Revised  application  submitted.  One  project  of  137  units 
.  _ _ . _ : _ 221(d)  (3).  below.  market._JLnterest  rate  program. 

Revised  allocation  applied  for. 

Final  application  submitted  in  accordance  with  FHA 
approval. 

Quantity  survey  and  cost  analysis! 

Firm  FHA  commitment  issued. 

Working  drawing  completion 

Spring  1968  -  121-A  corporation  formed  as  required  by  FHA  commitment. 

Preparation  for  initial  closing;  documents,  conferences, 
minor  revisions,  etc.  • 


work  being  completed 


Summer  1968  -  Initial  closing  and  construction  start. 
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)  April  18,  1965 
May  25,  1965 

June  30,  1965 

July  22,  1965 

December  10,  1965 

December  17,  1965 
^December  25,  1965 
January  8,  1966 

January  24,  1966 

February  17,  1966 

March  4,  1966 

May  7,  1966 


PLANNING  OFFICE  FOR  URBAN  AFFAIRS 
7  MARSHALL  STREET 
: \  .BOSTON*  .MASS,  02103 

ST,  JOSEPH*  S  MAJOR  EVENT  CHRONOLOGY 

Advertised  for  Letters  of  Interest 
from  Housing  Developer, 

Expressions  of  Interest  received  from 
following:  St.  Joseph's  Church 

Rev.  Michael  F.  Groden 

FHA  Allocation  of  $3,192,000  to  BRA 
for  development  of  C-5a  and  C-5b. 

Tentative  Designation  of  St.  Joseph's 
Church  as  Developer  of  C-5a  and  C-5b; 
Architect  is  Paul  Felony;  Beacon 
Construction  Co.  is  Builder. 

DCA  to  Fr.  Groden  -  Offer  services  of 
Community  Management,  Inc.  to  organize, 
service  and  manage  Coop. 

Redeveloper's  Statement  for  Public 
Disclosure  (St.  Joseph's  R.C.  Church) 

Letter  to  FHA;  Pre-Application  Analysis 
Request  (FHA  Form  2012) . 

St.  Joseph's  accepts  Community  Mgmt.  Inc. 
(DCA)  offer  to  organize  and  manage 
housing  units. 

Commitment  letter:  BRA  to  sell  C-5a  and 

C-5b  to  St.  Joseph's. 


Pre-Preliminary  Plans  Submission 
(Stage  I)  to  BRA. 

Beacon  Construction  to  Architect  - 
Cost  Estimate. 

Fr.  Collins  to  Sec.  Weaver:  urges  meeting 
to  discuss  application  of  Lavanburg 
Foundation  Formula  (25%  of  housing  units 
for  public  housing)  to  make  development 
feasible  through  rent  supplement. 

Requests  meeting. 
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May  8,  1966 

) 

May  26,  1966 

June  8,  1966 

July  26,  1966 
August  4,  1966 

August  11,  1966 

August  24,  1966 
^  August  31,  1966 
September  15,  1966 
September  15,  1966 

September  30,  1966 

I 

October  8,  1966 

October  8,  1966 

D 


FHA  Boston  Insuring  Office  requests 
from  Regional  Office  transfer  of 
$3,192,000  allocation  to  Investor- 
Sponsor,  St,  Joseph's. 

Preliminary  plans  submission  (Stage  II) 
to  BRA  from  Paul  Feloney,  Architect. 

Developer  (DCA)  to  FHA:  request  maximum 
rental  ceiling  provision. 

FHA  to  St.  Joseph's:  approval  of  Rent 
Supplement  funds  for  44  units  received. 

BRA  to  St.  Joseph's:  request  St.  Joseph's 
Counsel  to  form  two  corporations. 

Developer  (DCA)  to  BRA:  request  L-12, 

L-13,  and  L-14  inclusion  in  C-5 
development  program. 

BRA  to  FHA  (Cmr.) :  Request  higher 
maximum  rents  per  month. 

DCA  to  FHA:  Application  for  Mortgage 

Insurance  filed  (Form  2013) . 

Designation  of  St.  Joseph's  as  developer  of 
L-12,  L-13 ,  L-14,  and  L-15. 

FHA  (Boston)  to  FHA  (Region  I) :  request 
approval  of  St.  Joseph's  as  a  (d) (3) 
non-profit  sponsor  forr77  units  from  an 
investor-sponsor  of  140  units. 

FHA  (Cmr.)  to  St.  Joseph's:  Cannot 
change  higher  maximum  rents  request. 
Legislation  is  clear. 

St.  Joseph's  to  FHA  (Cmr.) :  Restate 
original  request  for  conference  to  get 
advice  and  solve  problems  of  rents  for 
large  family. 

St.  Joseph's  to  Senator  Kennedy: 

Request  he  arrange  meeting  with  Mr.  weaver 
and  company  to  solve  problems. 


October  12,  1966 


FHA  to  BRA: 


October  13,  1966 


October  27,  1966 


November  14,  1966 


December  9,  1966 


December  23,  1966 


January  6,  1967 


January  18,  1967 


are  now  considering  higher 
income  limits  for  rent 
supplement  housing. 

FHA  to  BRA:  Legislation  is  clear,  no 

possible  way  to  increase 
limits. ' 

BRA  to  St.  Joseph's:  Authority  authorizes 
advertising  for  bids  and  preparation  of 
contract  for  site  preparation  work  not 
to  exceed  $240,000. 

Conference;  HUD  (Under-Sec.  Wood) ,  DCA 
(Linehan) ,  St.  Joseph's  (Fr.  Groden) , 
Beacon  Construction  (Selkovitz) ,  and 
FHA  (Deputy  Cmr.  Maloney) ;  Senator 
Kennedy's  office  arranged  meeting.  No 
satisfaction  on  request  for  allocation  of 
3%  BMIR  "rent  supplement"  money. 

BRA  to  HUD:  Request  St.  Joseph's  be 

allowed  to  develop  rent 
supplement  units  utilizing 
3%  BMIR  demonstration  loans. 

HUD  to  BRA:  is  not  opposed?  asking  the 

New  York  office  to  make 
special  review  and  try  to 
solve  problem. 

Board  Memo  requesting  acquisition  by 
condemnation  and  demolition  of  94-100 
Regent  Street,  Washington  park. 

i 

New  York  Conference  on  St.  Joseph's 
resulted  in  following  recommendations; 

(a)  40-yr.  leasing  for  52  units  of 
"rent  supplement". 

(b)  straight  BMIR  Mortgage  Application 
could  be  processed  in  four  weeks. 

(c)  BHA  to  submit  request  for  leasing 
authorization  to  its  Board. 
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January  26,  1967 

FHA  (Region  I)  to  St.  Joseph's: 
results  of  analysis  of  52  housing 
units  (acquisition  vs.  leasing). 

February  13,  1967 

St.  Joseph's  to  HUD  (Region  I): 
we  are  prepared  to  go  on  40-year 
leasing  under  Section  10(c)  if 
contributions  are  available. 

February  20,  1967 

Five  bids  submitted  and  opened  on 
site  preparation  contract  (From 
$297,000  to  $499,100). 

February  21,  1967 

* 

j 

i 

| 

HUD  (Region  I)  to  St.  Joseph's: 
recommends  filing  BMIR  Loan  Application 
at  FHA,  and  supply  BHA  with  data  and 
info  to  allow  for  Annual  Contribution 
Contract  filing. 

March  30,  1967 

Board  Memo  authorizing  the  execution  of 
site  improvements  contract  for  $297,000. 

March  30,  1967 

BRA  to  FHA:  request  pre-application 
feasibility  study  to  expedite  processing 

April  3,  1967 

St.  Joseph's  to  BHA:  Letter  notes 
long-term  leasing  program  for  project 
most  satisfactory. 

April  11,  1967 

R.  C.  Archdiocese  of  Boston  to  BRA: 
license  from  church  to  permit  BRA 
contractor  entrance  on  church  property 
for  construction  purposes.  , 

April  12,  1967 

t 

BRA  to  PIC:  request  early  PIC  Hearing 
on  BRA  petition  to  include  Streets 
"C",  "D",  and  "E"  as  rights-of-way. 

April  19,  1967 

St.  Joseph's  to  HUD  (Region  I):  request 
expeditious  processing  of  mortgage 
application,  allocation  of  mortgage 
money  and  establishing  creditability 
of  non-profit  sponsor. 

0 

■  ,  • 
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May  4,  1967 


May  4,  1967 


FHA  (Region  I)  to  BRA:  voted  Wash. 

approval  in  transferring  allocation 

of  3  7/8%  funds  from  BRA  to  St.  Joseph* s. 

FHA  (Region  I)  to  BRA:  non-profit  sponsor 
eligibility  approved. 


May  18,  1967 


May  18,  1967 


June  7,  1967 

June  12,  1967 


June  29,  1967 


July  7,  1967 


July  10,  1967 


July  18,  1967 


September  16,  1967 


Board  Memo:  requests  approval  of 
minimum  disposition  price  for  L-12 
through  L-15. 

FHA  to  St.  Joseph's:  noting  completion 
of  pre-application  analysis.  Formal 
application  with  fee,  invited. 

"B"  Letter. 

BRA  to  DPW:  request  Rock  St.  dis¬ 
continuance  put  on  PIC  Agenda. 

FHA  to  St.  Joseph's:  tentative 
commitment  of  estimated  Mortgage  Amount. 
("C"  Letter) 

FHA  (Cmr . )  to  FHA  (Boston)  to  BRA: 
authorization  granting  96.03  occupancy 
ratio.  Submit  "C"  letter  with  form 
of  lease. 

FHA  to  St.  Joseph's:  FHA  approval  of 
form  of  lease  required  for  "rent 
supplement"  prior  to  commitment  issuance. 

FHA  (Region  I)  to  St.  Joseph's: 
assurance  that  BRA  will  assume  site  prep, 
costs  of  $250,000.  Form  of  lease  sub¬ 
mitted  to  and  approved  by  FHA. 

BRA  to  Fay,  Spofford  (Thornquist ) : 

PIC  voted  discontinuance  of  Rock  St. 
between  Rockland  and  Regent  Streets. 

Beacon  Construction  Co.  officially 
withdraws  as  General  Contractor. 


■ 
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September  18,  1967 
September  20,  1967 

December  13,  1967 

December  26,  1967 

January  16,  1968 
February  1,  1968 

February  16,  1968 

February  29,  1968 

February  29,  1968 

March  8,  1968 

I 

! 

March  14,  1968 

March  15,  1968 

' 


St.  Joseph's  to  DCA:  requests  DCA 
become  General  Contractor. 

BRA  to  Site  Prep.  Contract  #8:  work 
performance  behind  schedule. 

BRA  to  Architects  acknowledge  receipt 
of  Final  Preliminary  Drawings 
(Phase  III),  dated  Dec.  5,  1967. 

Statement  of  Public  Disclosure 
j[St .  Joseph's  Housing,  Inc.) 

BRA  to  HUD:  request  HUD  concurrence 
on  Land  Disposition  Documents. 

BRA  to  HUD:  request  concurrence  in 
minimum  disposition  prices  for  C~5a, 

C-5b  and  L-12,  L-13,  L-14  and  L-15. 

HUD  to  BRA:  Minimum  disposition  prices 
approved;  C-5a  =  $11,000?  C-5b  =  $3,130 
L-12  thru  L— 15  =  $4,800. 

Board  Memo:  Request  authorization  to 
petition  Zoning  Commission  to  re¬ 
designate  H— 1  District  to  an  Urban 
Renewal  Sub-District  H-1U. 

Board  Memo:  Request  authorization  to 
redesignate  Sites  G-2  and  H-5  from 
industrial  use  and  institutional  use, 
respectively  to  new  housing  reuse. 

FHA  to  St.  Joseph's:  Commitment  for 
Insurance  of  Advances,  $2,667,200 
@  3%  after  final  endorsement:  term  40  yes. 

Board  Memo:  request  Authority  order 

Public  Hearing  on  Application  of 

Rev.  Collins,  et  al,  to  form  a  121A  Corp. 

DCA  to  BRA:  Transmittal  of  $100.00 
121A  Application  Fee  and  $1,000.00  for 
costs  of  publication. 


■  w.lf.  V 
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March  25,  1968 

BRA  to  HUD:  request  for  HUD  concurrence 
on  slight  modification  of  use  of 

Sites  G-2  and  H-5  for  new  housing  use. 

April  4,  1968 

BRA  to  PIC:  Request  discontinuance 
of  sewer  easement. 

April  4,  1968 

Public  Hearing  on  Application  form 

121A  Corp. 

April  11,  1968 

Board  Memo:  Requests  the  Board  approve 
and  adopt  "Report  and  Decision  on 

121A  Application". 

April  23,  1968 

PIC  Board  voted  to  discontinue  sewer 
easement  in  C-5a  and  C-5b. 

April  24,  1968 

j 

Zoning  Commission  approves  BRA  petition  to 
redesignate  C-5a,  C-5b,  L-12  through 

L-15  Urban  Renewal  Subdistricts. 

April  26,  1968 

BRA  to  PIC:  request  O'Beirne  Place 
and  Hommagen  Court  be  listed  as 

Private  Ways. 

May  1,  1968 

Mayor  approved  project. 

May  2,  1968 

Board  Memo:  request  the  Board  authorize 
DCA,  the  general  contractor  to  start 
construction. 

May  6,  1968 

Certificate  of  Vote  Filed:  Approval  of 

BRA  and  Mayor. 

May  28,  1968 

St.  Joseph's  Homes,  Inc.  and  Community 
Management  execute  contract  to  act  as 
exclusive  management  agent. 

June  10,  1968 

FHA  to  National  Shawmut  Bank: 
acknowledges  commitments  for  insurance 
of  advances  for  project:  $2,684,400 
@  6  3/4%. 

June  13,  1968 

Board  Memo:  Request  final  designation 
of  St.  Joseph  Homes,  Inc.  as  Developer. 

. 
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^  June  13,  1968 

July  1,  1968 

July  2,  1968 

i 

July  10,  1968 

July  26,  1968 

September  3,  1968 

October  14,  1968 
October  21,  1968 


Certificate  of  Vote:  Resolution  of 
Board  re:  designation 

121A  Corporation  papers  filed  with 
Office  of  Secretary  of  Commonwealth. 

Executed  deed  (conveyed  parcel)  to 
St.  Joseph* s  Homes,  Inc.  Compliance 
deposit  amount  $20,823,000  payable 
to  BRA.  Construction  starts. 

FHA  Cmr. (legal)  to  BRA:  LDA  and  Deed 
revisions  required. 

BRA  to  HUD:  request  concurrence  of 
submitted  LDA,  Deed,  evidence  of 
compliance  and  Opinion  of  Counsel. 

HUD  to  BRA:  documents  submitted  are 
satisfactory. 

Opinion  of  Counsel 

BRA  to  HUD:  request  concurrence  on 
minor  modification  of  project 
(Parcel  G-2  and  H-5). 


APPENDIX  E 


BOSTON  ARCHITECTURAL  CENTER  •  320  Newbury  St.  •  Boston,  Mas 


MEMORANDUM 

TO:  Participants  in  Workshops  in  Environmental  Design 

for  Community  Planners 

FROM:  H.E.F.  Workshops  Advisory  Committee 


We  are  in  the  process  of  making  plans  for  a  program  next  year, 
and  the  direction  the  program  will  take.  For  this  reason,  we 
would  appreciate  very  much  receiving  from  you  any  thoughts  or 
comments  which  you  might  have  on  the  workshop/s  which  you 
attended,  and  on  the  Program  as  a  whole. 

7/15/69 


Comments : 
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Boston  Architectural  Center. 
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